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Right of Crown to Reply. 

THE INTERESTING correspondence which has passed between 
Mr. Birr. and Mr. Swirt O'NEILL with relation to the right of 
public prosecutors to the last word in Ireland calls attention to 
the fact that a different rule as to this matter prevails in each of 
the three sister kingdoms. In England the prosecution— 
whether initiated by a private person or by the Director of 
Public Prosecutions—is entitled to the last word if the defence 
puts in any evidence other than that of the prisoner himself or 
that of witnesses as to character. If the prisoner puts in no 
evidence save such as comes within the exceptions we have just 
mentioned, then his counsel is entitled to the last word. In 
Scotland, on the other hand, the defence always has the right of 
reply, whether or not it puts in any evidence. But 
in both countries, if the Law Officer for the Crown is 
conducting in person a public prosecution, he has a 
final right of reply, whether or not the defence has called 
any witnesses. In England both Attorney-General and Solicitor- 
General possess this privilege ; in Scotland the Lord Advocate 
possesses it, and so does the Solicitor-General when he is appear- 
ing in place of the Lord Advocate, but possibly not if he appears 
In Ireland a quite different rule is still 
in force. In every public prosecution the Crown has an 
absolute right of final reply, no matter whether its representative 


| is a Law Officer in person or any other officially briefed advo- 


cate. The validity of this practice has been recently recognized 
by a specially expressed opinion of the Irish judges to that effect, 
and the Irish Attorney-General has accordingly informed Mr. 
3iRRELL that he cannot take upon himself the responsibility of 
instructing his counsel not to avail themselves of their legal 
right. The attitude of the Irish Attorney-General is, of course, 
a perfectly proper one, but we fancy that public opinion would 
prefer to see a uniform practice adopted in all three countries. 


The Privilege of Withholding State Documents. 
IN A RECENT issue we commented upon the principle by which 
documents which relate to affairs of state are privileged from 
production in court when the head of the department which has 
custody of them appears in court and on oath declares that 
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it would be contrary to the public interest to disclose their 
contents. A striking illustration of this principle has occurred 
again within the last few days. In the military libel action of 
jdmondson v. Amery (Times, January 28th), the plaintiff's counsel 
proposed to put in evidence certain reports made by military 
officers to the War Office concerning the conduct of the plaintiff 
in the Boer War eleven years ago. The Permanent Under-Secre- 
tary to the War Office thereupon went into the witness-box and 
formally objected in the usual way to the production of the docu- 
ments. He persisted in his objection notwithstanding an expression 
of — rom Mr. Justice PHILLIMORE, who tried the case, as to 
the desirability of the reports being read in evidence. His lordship 
also suggested that after eleven years such reports could hardly 
contain any official secret the disclosure of which could injure the 
public interest. He held, however, that he could not go behind 
the formal objection taken by Sir Epwarp Warp, and that 
the latter was entitled to withhold the documents. In so 
holding Mr. Justice Puittimore followed a series of earlier 
cases in which the same point has arisen in connection with the 
reports of military courts holding private inquiries (//owe v. 
Bentinck, 2 B, & B. 130; Beatson v. Skene, 5 H. & N. 838; Dawkins 
v. Rokeby, L. R. 8 Q. B. 255; Ford v. Best, 6 T. L. R. 295). 
In the last cited case the court held that it was competent to 
decide upon the validity of the objection if the latter was 
palpably futile, but the decision rather suggests that the court 
will not be apt to regard as frivolous any objection solemnly 
made by a responsible public official. 


The Personal Liability of Trustees. 


THE DECISION of WarRINGTON, J., in Watling v. Lewis 
(Weekly Notes, 1911, p. 20) calls attention to an important dis- 
tinction in regard to the limitation of personal liability on a 
covenant. If a covenant is clearly a personal covenant, any 
words which purport to exclude personal liability are repugnant, 
and must be rejected. Thus in Furnivall v. Coombes (5 Man. & 
Gr. 736) certain persons who were churchwardens entered into 


a covenant for payment, but there was a proviso that it should 


not personally affect them. It was pointed out by the court that 
this was at variance with the covenant and did not merely limit 
the personal liability. The intention of the proviso was that 
no one should be personally liable at all, and the — was 
rejected. But that a proviso which merely limits the primary 
personal liability, without destroying it, will be valid is 
shewn by /Williams vy. Hathaway (6 Ch. D. 544). There the 
trustees of a church building fund contracted to make certain 
payments to a builder, but it was provided that the agreement 
should not bind them after they had ceased to become entitled to 
apply the fund; that is, after they had ceased to be trustees. 
It was held by Jesset, M.R., that this was a valid limitation of 
the liability. In the present case of Watling v. Lewis (supra) 
certain trustees, in taking a conveyance of property subject to a 
mortgage, covenanted “as such trustees, but not soas to create 
any personal liability on the part of them or either of them,” 
to pay the mortgage debt, Here there was, as in Furnivall vy. 
Coombes, a primary personal liability, and the effect of the subse- 
quent words would have been to destroy this liability. Conse- 
quently they were repugnant and were rejected, with the result 
that the trustees were personally liable. 


Stamps on Voluntary Settlements. 


WE PRINTED recently (ante, p. 153) a letter relating to the 
question of stamp duty in a case where two owners of property 
enter into an arrangement for pooling the income of their 
property, with benefit of survivorship save where the owner 
first dying leaves children. Our correspondents stated that at 
Somerset House duty was claimed on the deed effecting the 
arrangement as a voluntary settlement under section 74 of the 
Finance Act, 1910, while they themselves considered that a 10s. 
stamp was sufficient. That section is easy of application in 
simple cases, but the case put by our correspondents is probably 
typical of many which will arise where, owing to the peculiar 
nature of the transaction, it will be very difficult to say whether 
the ad valorem duty is payable, and at present there is no 





assistance to be got from judicial decision in construing the | 


section. The cases of Lester vy. Garland (Mont. 471) and Parker 
v. Carter (4 Hare, p. 409), to which our correspondents have been 
referred, do not seem to be in point. The section applies where 
there is “a conveyance or transfer operating as a voluntary disposi- 
tion inder vivos (sub-section 1), but there is an express exception of 
cases where there is a conveyance or transfer and no beneficial 
interest passes in the property transferred, (sub-section 6). In the 
case mentioned by our correspondents there are four dispositions 
made of the property of the two owners: (1) The life interest 
is pooled during the joint lives, and, unless the incomes of the 
two properties are equal, this means that the owner of one 

roperty will obtain a benefit ; (2) on the death of one without 
tien children, the survivor takes the whole income for life ; 
here the survivor takes a benefit, but he has purchased it by 
giving the like chance to the other owner, and in this respect the 
settlement is not voluntary ; (3) if the one who dies first 
leaves children, the children take his share—that is, we 
presume, one half of the aggregate income—during the life of 
the survivor; the benefit here is contingent, but it is none the 
less a benefit created by voluntary disposition infer vivos ; (4) on the 
death of the survivor, the aggregate property goes, we presume in 
equal moieties, to the respective representatives of the original 
owners ; here again there is no transfer of benefit if the two 
properties are equal, but there is if they are unequal. On the 
whole arrangement it seems fairly clear that there is, to some 
extent, a voluntary disposition in/er vivos so as to bring the case 
within section 74, and, if so, the duty is chargeable on “the 
value of the property conveyed or transferred.” It looks as if the 
duty was payable on the capital value of the two properties, though 
such a conclusion undoubtedly imposes an undue burden. 


Compromise in Civil Actions which Allege a 
Criminal Fraud. 


WE BELIEVE that the attitude of Mr. Justice DARLING in 
the recent Millenium Bank case (Davis v. Jenson and Others 
Times, January 27th) meets with the general approval of Old 
Bailey practitioners. The plaintiff brought an action in which 
the statement of claim sulaed tener of fact which, had they been 
supported by the evidence, might have been made the foundation 
of a criminal charge against one of the defendants. After the 
evidence for the plaintiff had been opened, disclosing a primd 
facie case in favour of his contention, the parties came toa 
settlement, and asked the judge to make it an Order of Court. 
Mr. Justice DARLING refused to do so, on the ground that he 
bad not yet heard any evidence to rebut the charge of fraud ; 
there appeared to him to be serious allegations made which ought 
to be fully investigated; and he intimated that he would 
send the papers to the Director of Public Prosecutions. 
The defence was then proceeded with, and a satisfactory answer 
to the charge of fraud was made out by all three defendants— 
against two of whom the judge held there was no evidence—and~ 
allowed a withdrawal of the juror as against them. Having 
heard the case for the defence, the judge then said he had no 
longer any objection to the proposed compromise, and judgment 
was entered accordingly. Mr. Justice DARLING, at the same 
time, explained his previous attitude, and intimated that he had 
consulted several of his judicial brethren as to the proper course 
to adopt. It may, therefore, we presume, be regarded as the 
proper practice, where a criminal charge is disclosed in the 
course of civil proceedings, that the court will not give its 
sanction to any compromise which would stifle inquiry into the 
alleged criminal conduct until some reasonably satisfactory 
answer to the charge has been made out by the defendant. 
An analogous procedure is already prescribed by statute in cases 
where a criminal prosecution has toon initiated by a private 
person and then compromised before trial. Ifthe proceedings 
are abandoned while still before a summary jurisdiction court, 
the clerk to the justices must send a copy of all the depositions 
to the Director of Public Prosecutions (section 5 of the Prosecu- 
tion of Offences Act, 1879). If they are abandoned while before 
a judge, it is the duty of the latter to satisfy himself as to the 
propriety of that course (section 6 of the same Act). These 
provisions are doubtless intended to prevent the compoundin 
of misdemeanours, and the principle on which they aro oe 








ee OW & i ow 


oO 


ae 


= @w @& Oo & & 


Feb. 4, 1911. 





THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & WEEKLY REPORTER. [Vol. 55.] 229 








seems equally applicable where the prosecutor has preferred to 
bring a civil action. 


Marriage Licences and Ecclesiastical Law. 


THE PRACTICE for divorced persons to be married by licence, 
instead of by publication of banns, seems to be responsible for the 
difference which has recently arisen between the Bishop of 
London and his Chancellor, Dr. Tristram. The main points of 
this difference may be gathered from the correspondence and 
information in the Times of January 18th, 19tb, and 25th. There 
appear to be two questions involved: (1) Whether the Chancellor 
has the power to issue marriage licences without the authority, 
and against the express wish, of the Bishop? and (2) whether a 
licence can be claimed as a matter of right, or whether its issue 
is merely a matter of grace? As to the first question, Dr. 
TristRAM holds strongly that he, at all events (under the terms 
of his own patent of appointment), can issue licences indepen- 
dently of the Bishop. The letters patent in his favour, granted 
in 1872, empower bith to grant marriage licences and all other 
canonical dispensations ‘‘used and accustomed to be done by the 
laws, customs, canons, and statutes of Great Britain.” The 
— contains reservations in favour of the Bishop, 

ut not in regard to marriage licences, The effect of 
a reservation in the grant of jurisdiction by a Bishop to 
his Chancellor was considered in the courts a few years 
ago, in connection with the question of the relation hc tween 
the superior courts now represented by the Supreme Court of 
Judicature and the ecclesiastical courts: see Davey v. Hinde 
(1901, P. 95); Rex v. Tristram (1902, 1 K. B. 816). In the latter 
of these cases (which arose out of the former) the Court of Appeal 
held (reversing a Divisional Court of the King’s Bench Division) 
tbat a writ of probibition must issue to the Consistory Court 
of Chichester, and the judgment of Lord CoLLins (then Master 
of the Rolls) is very instructive in its account of the Bishop’s 


Court as presided over - the Chancellor, Dr. TrisTRAM | 


relies a good deal on a case decided in 1853 (Ex parte Medwin and 
Hurst, 1 E. & B. 609) in support of his contention that he, 


thongh Chancellor of the Bishop, is practically independent of | 


the Bishop. As regards the second question, the point whether 
a marriage licence can be demanded ex debito justitia is at least 
150 years old. In 1760 Sir CHARLEs Pratr (afterwards Lord 
CAMDEN) gave an opinion (see Forsyth’s Cases and Opinions on 
Constitutional Law, p. 479) to the effect that the issue of a 
marriage licence is a matter of grace only and not ex delito 
justitie. This view was adopted in The Prince of Capua’s case, decided 


in 1836 and reported in a note to Beran v. McMahon (30 L. J. | 


P. M. & A. 61), and a licence was refused. In 1895 an opinion 
was given by Sir RicHAaRD WEBSTER (now Lord Chief Justice of 
England) and Mr. W. D. TuuRNAM (reprinted in the Times of 
January 30th), to the effect that “the Bishop or his duly delegated 
officer can decline to grant a licence in any case in which he in his 
discretion thinks it right so todo.” The opinion appears to have 
been taken in connection with the case of Mr. BrINCKMAN, who 
was mariied by licence after a decree of dissolution in respect of 
his first marriage. The licence in that case was issued by Dr. 
TRistRAM, and his reasons for doing so were fully stated ex 
cathedra, as reported in Ea parte Brinckman (11 Times L. R. 387, 
496). The principal argument against Dr. TristrAm’s view, 
that the issue of a licence can be demanded as a right, is that the 
Act of 1857 (20 & 21 Vict. ¢. 85) says nothing about marri- 
age licences. Section 57 allows the re-marriage of divorced 
persons, but they can, of course, proceed by publication of banns. 


The Delays of American Courts, 


THE American Law Review, in an article headed “The Law’s 
Delay,” gives a number of instances of grievous hardship to 
suitors owing to the delays of the courts of appeal. In 1898 
suits were brought against the French Atlantic Steamship 
Co. for the sinking of the steamship Bourgogne, and an action 
to limit the company’s liability, begun in 1900, was decided 
on the 18th of May, 1908. Five hundred and fifty families 
were compelled to wait nine and one half years after the 
accident before they could find out whetber they could recover 
for their losses. In February, 1890, a lady in Philadelphia, 


who had successfully conducted a boarding house, broke 
her ankle owing to a defective pavement. Her case was not 
reached for trial for sixteen years. In June, 1887, a Polish 
labourer was severely injured while working in a claypit of 
the Chicago Anderson Pressed Brick Co. He brought an 
action in the circuit court shortly after his injury, and in 1889 
recovered judgment for six thousand dollars. This judgment 
was in December, 1889, reversed by the appellate court on the 
ground of misdirection and excessive damages. The case was 
tried again in the circuit court in 1890, and the plaintiff again 
recovered judgment for six thousand dollars. The appellate 
court reversed this judgment on the ground of misdirection and 
excessive damages. Upon a third trial the plaintiff recovered 8,500 
dollars, from which 2,500 dollars was remitted, and judgment 
was entered in his favour for six thousand dollars. This judg- 
ment was affirmed by the appellate court. From this judgment 
the defendant appealed to the Supreme Court of the United 
States, andin 1894, nearly seven years after the commencement 
of the action, the judgment was affirmed. Before this Jast 
judgment was delivered, the defendant company became insolvent 
and the plaintiff realized nothing from his judgment. 


Sale in Market Overt. 


A LEARNED correspondent writes as follows as to the probable 
origin of the custom of the validity of sales in market overt, to 
which we referred last week, and as to which the common law 
knew nothing. ‘“ The introduction into England of the custom 
is obscure ; but we may presume that it was not such a custom as 
would spring up spontaneously. It has almost the smack of 
positive law about it ; and if so, where did it come from? We 
know that it came from the civil law; and so we must look 
somewhat later. The natural place to search would be in the 
localities where most trade was carried on, and the centre of trade 
in those days was the Mediterranean. The earliest mention of 
such a law is in the Feuro Juzgo, first promulgated in the reign 
of FERDINAND the Catholic or ALONSO the Wise, and here we 
read, ‘ If the overseas merchant sells gold or silver to a man of 
our kingdom, or cloth or garments, or other things, if the things 
'were bought publicly and were paid for, although they were 
stolen, the buyer, although they were proved to be stolen, shall 
|not be subject to any action.’ This, it is submitted, makes it 
| clear that the reason of the law of market overt was to favour 
| the buyers of goods brought from abroad, who could not possibly 
| know they were stolen. A very natural extension would apply 
| the same law to goods brought to market generally, most of 
| which would come from a distance. But it is not here said, of 





| course, that the Fuero Juzgo is the origin of our law. It is 
| suggested, however, that the ubiquitous merchant took bis law 
with him, and it is further suggested that the merchant law was 
that which was generally applied in the courts of prompt juris- 
diction, which were habitual in great markets and were manned 
by the merchants of the place, as was the Court of Piepowder, 
which, as we know fiom the laws of the Conqueror, was already 
in existence in Normandy before the Conquest.” 


‘‘ At Carrier's Risk.” 

THERE IS no pause in the construction of terms and phrases in 
agreements for the carriage of goods, and we can only hope that 
the decisions are always satisfactory to the mercantile world. 
In a recent case before one of the Irish courts the question 
was as to the liability of a railway company for the breakage of 
eggs during transit. The company had contracted to carry 
these eggs, which were consigned “at company’s risk” from 
Fivemiletown to Clones, and there to safely deliver them. 
A higher rate was paid in consideration of their being carried 
“at company’s risk,” and upon delivery of the consignment at 
Clones it »ppeared that about 7} per cent. of the eggs were 
broken. What was to be understood by the expression “at 
company’s risk”? The learned judge said that the fact that 
the eggs were consigned at company’s risk did not constitute 
an insurance. If goods were sent “at owner’s risk ” the railway 
company were not liable except for gross misconduct. If sent 
“at the company’s risk” they were not liable without proof of 
negligence. On the merits he gave judgment for the defendants. 
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We have only been able to procure a meagre newspaper report | mend itself to the common sense either of the sheriff-substitute 
of the case, and have some difficulty in appreciating the con- | who tried the action, and of the sheriff who heard it on appeal, 
struction which the learned judge placed on the clause to which | or of the Court of Session who finally dismissed it. The former 
we have referred. A ruling that the general words “ at owner’s | indeed finds “that the words ‘liar,’ ‘ bloody liar,’ were used by 
risk” would only exempt the company from their liability as | the defender only as an emphatic form of contradiction.” If 
common carriers, and would not exempt them from liability for | in Puritan and Presbyterian Scotland the word “ bloody” is 
negligence, is intelligible, but a ruling that the words “at com-| only a rhetorical way of giving emphasis to one’s contentions, 
pany’s risk” do not involve the risk of a common carrier is a surely our less ascetic England need not find it “indecent.” 
wholly different matter. Our difficulty may possibly be , 
removed by a fuller report of the case. , a } Werranty 0 Siyherte Pe eee a , 
REFERRING TO our remarks last week on this subject, and 
to the importance of a solicitor ascertaining that he has a 
AN ITINERANT vendor of newspapers in the streets of London, mow a aoa biog pL agagg ge ‘ a os 
having asked and obtained double the usual price for an evening | rages ng oaas “ali, jones V. Hope (1880, - y : ‘otes, 69)— 
paper on the false and fraudulent statement that it contained a fe a - = — oe ee neage ee Ak a 
report of the arrest of a notorious criminal, was brought before re oe officers of . volunteer regiment—the jury found 
a magistrate and sentenced to a term of imprisonment. Many pene : wh. ving Reps relaines by the eur: of the regiment 
persons will be a little surprised at this sentence, and will ask th rhea me Cr and that the business was done by 
whether it is founded on any change in the law. They will, y acpgr enthen the credit of the ee! sR But the Court of 
however, be told that such an offence was always recognized by Appeal, having come to the conclusion that there beg e. 
the common law, but generally escaped punishment owing to eer: =? ee “— - a personally, held that 
the expense and vexatious delay which attended the prosecution or al ae lee - a ae ry iota hig a Se 
of an indictment. The power which is now given to justices by . whi % oo an “ 7 Chancellor ERSKINE pee of a case 
the Summary Jurisdiction Act, 1899, to deal summarily with defen o Paige P ye the bar, he hed — retained for the 
a large proportion of these offences has certainly led to the Gefendant »y one of the regiments of his Majesty's army. Phe 
enforcement of the law in cases where the old and cumbrous plaintiff, who was anxious to secure the services of the 
procedure was often the only reason why the offender was distinguished advocate, asked to see the retainer, and successfully 
allowed to escape unpunished. It may be said that in many of contended that it was inoperative inasmuch > the es _-mgpe 
the civil actions tried in our courts money or goods are proved was not a corporate body and incurred no liability under the 
to have been obtained by fraud, but the person guilty of pee. 
re — is merely ordered to repay what he has received, hinted: 
and, being insolvent, bas no means of complying with the . 
order. expression “false pretence ” is a its applica- The Royal Libel Case. 
tion, and it must be a question whether what is alleged to be | Tyerg Jeo: : es . ae 
a false pretence is or i, not a misrepresentation of " spocifc terra ee 29 ey agy have been incidentally 
fact material and intended to defraud, and which did defraud, Webenaty 283, AS St 5S Ae SS oe, eran on 
whether it is xD . ' os - \ ’ 
Spake Geotengh cpateiey Cadllashen not calculated to impose In the first place, the court has aceepted the view that a libel- 
ous statement about the King in his private capacity as a man 
7 proceeded against as a defamatory libel. Of course, such 
a nas N a libel, as well as any attack upon the King in his public capaci 
[ue Frencu Civil Code contains elaborate provisions : 7 clansig oe ishable ¢ >: sae +4 pe PN 
the authentication of wills by notaries, but o hehaomean “> | yg oer get cet ay, Wore, ith eclition, 
written, dated and signed by the testator, is valid without any authorities tl re “ Hecte tie | sicnsenetl _ eo we 
other formality. And there is, so far as we know, no enactment | libel W ald “ey rw " P I pe Is Y jostice | a 
like that of section 91 of the Probate Act, 1857, as to de 08i- | . 7 eng } Pi oe me . a7 wy nty pe in the present 
a tags Regge gfe Bag Fechner Bagge pd» I case, since the p'ea of justification is not available to the defence 
pre lle Ai etn ey, Pron ~ gtd ig persons. Ajin such a case, and consequently the King would bave heen 
First Chamber of the Tribunal of the telax: te: Gane - od ot hl opportunity of disproving the malicious false- 
died on the Ist of May, 1906, leaving a will by which bis estate es og , “y Pr rom 5 gam 2 phage ange 
was to be divided between his sisters and nephews. Athhe entee aie << : vag Pe r nd Can My ~s could not be averred by the 
progress had been made in the administration of the estate. a | ee eT My td | rey abl Act permitted the statutory 
etter was returned to the executors by M. Dirrs, President of | applies merel 7 : fof. wh - pe ry w stompeeee —. senfiag moon 
the Tribunal of the Seine. This letter contained a will purport rye : a <tr oy a nyt me sty go tens _ 
ing to be made by the testator, and which M. Ditre had tate Lie le ry prenyrsen Auge! ge wey MYLIt . for defamatory libel - 
four months after the death of the testator. M. DittE, believing rc ia a - ‘d + 4 f og libel might be in issue, Now, the 
that the testator was still alive, sent back this will. eayin that | 99 t whi h og lealet® . el is that it spreads abroads a state- 
he had nothing to do with the wills of living persons. The will Th ; : 4 wsrhae ¢° ated to injure a person in general esteem. 
purported to revoke the testamentary dispositions to which we | w i pts sled wdfeses Seti ge Pp aprochy 
have previously referred. A question as to the genuineness of ie vob ry eae Pole ac apie ided the act alleged is one which a 
this paper remains to be decided, but there is, so far, no explana- aan ton peri oa ithe ng egy td CNA, D enepore 
tion of the delay in forwarding the will to M. ere xp we , can proses ute someone who alleges it has embezzled money, 
. ut not a defendant who accuses it of perjury, bigamy or rape— 
The Indecency of the Word “ Bloody.” acts yg! it . —s incapable By analogy it would 
WE ARE indebted t “ aeegg _, ,| seem that when the King ia is private capacity is accused of 
Dictionary, for oe Biden espns te ye yeep some moral offence which would render him liable to spiritual 
Session which concern the word “ bloody,” on which -we on penances, he can take proceedings for defamatory libel. Of 
manted loch wack (Clrisls .v. Belertoon, 90° Betti Low | on euimcheal athdun sae ad eend te cian 
Reporter, 899 ; Murdison v. Scottish Football Veion. $3 Ge oo unconstitutional conduct, a defamatory libel would not lie, since 
Law Reporter, 337). Both cases were actions a dae os the alleged wrongdoing is conduct of which the King is in the 
of character; in the former the plaintiff had been aie oes oS incapable ~The King 7) do — ow 
“ bloody liar” ; in the latter he had been called a “ bloody li tle Hence where the libel attacks the King’s public conduct as a 
brute.” It was suggested that the addition of «bloods ittle | sovereign, and not his private conduct as a man, it would still 
“liar” turned a term of mere abuse into an imputation on the suas Wk poeceoale a Pieditio Naa et ek petiention 
personal character of the plaintiff; but this view did not com- poms Se a Oe Oe ee Te a 
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The False Pretences of Vendors of Newspapers. 





Receipt of a Will after the Death of the Testator. 
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The second point which arose was taken by the defendant, 
although he did not express it in proper legal terms. When a 
misdemeanour is proceeded against by information in the King’s 
Bench, instead of by indictment, the leave of the Divisional Court 
must be obtained before the complaint can be filed, and such 
leave is only granted upon an affidavit of the prosecutor disclosing 
a prima facie case (Crown Office Practice, p. 151 e¢ seq.). Such 
leave is not necessary when the Attorney-General applies for 
an ex officio information ; but hitherto such ex officio applications 
by the Attorney General have been confined to public mis 
demeanour, and in libel cases where an officer of state is attacked, 
to seditious libels. The question, therefore, arises whether when 
a defamatory libel against an officer of state is alleged, the 
Attorney-General can file his information without the leave of the 
court and without an affidavit by the person libelling. The 
court decided that no such affidavit was necessary, and that the 
Attorney-General was entitled to give his information ex officio. 

The third point is whether or not the King can be a witness | 
in a court of law. Apart from the obvious constitutional 
objections to his Majesty appearing to give evidence before his 
own judges, there are certain technical difficulties in the way. 
In the first place, in theory of law, the King is himself the 
Court of King’s Bench, which is supposed to be held Coram Rege. 
It is difficult to see how the King can be both witness and (by a 
constitutional fiction) judge. That, indeed, is the reason why 
actions against the King must be brought by “ Petition of Right ;” 
the King waives his privilege and allows himself to be sued. 
And, again, it is obvious that a subpcena—the legal means of 
bringing a witness before the court—is meaningless in the King’s 
case, since it is a command of the King directing the witness to | 
attend. For both these reasons it seems impossible to doubt the 
correctness of Sir Rurus IsAac’s view that the King cannot give 
evidence in his own courts. 





Scope of Covenants in Sub-Lease. | 
WE noticed shortly the decision of CoLERIDGE, J., in Clare v. | 
Dobson at the time when it was given (anfe, p. 2), but the| 
publication of the full report of the case (1910, 1 K. B. 35) 
makes it worth while to recur to it. The question relates to | 
the scope of a covenant to r pair contained in an underlease, | 
which follows in terms the corresponding covenant in the head- 
lease. Is the liability of the underlessee under such a covenant | 
confined to the damages directly due to the failure to repair, or | 
does it also include further expenses which the lessee has 
incurred in connection with the proceedings brought against him 
by the head-lessor ? 

In Neale v. Wyllie (3 B. & C. 533) the sub-lessee’s covenant 
was held to have the wider effort. There the head-lessor 
brought an action against the lessee for breach of the covenant, 
and the lessee had to pay £10 damages and £57 costs. He 
also incurred costs to the extent of £48 in defending the action. 
The court, in deciding that he was entitled to recover these two 
sums, as well as the £10, observed that otherwise he would be 
without redress for an injury sustained by the neglect of tho | 
underlessee, and not in consequence of his own default ; adding, 
that during the term he could not enter and repair the premises 
without rendering himself liable to be treated as a trespasser. 
But this was questioned in Penley v. Watts (7 M. & W. 601), 
where the circumstances were similar. The head-lessor | 
had recovered damages from the lessee on the covenant | 
to repair in the head-lease, and the lessee claimed 
against the underlessee the amount of the damages 
and also the costs in the former action. The Court 
of Exchequer (PARKE and ALDERSON, BB.) professed to | 
distinguish Neale v. Wyllic on the ground that in the case before | 
them there were differences between the two covenants which 
did not exist, or at least were not noticed, in Neale v. Wyllie ; | 
but the real ground of their decision was that the measure of 
damages for breach of the two covenants was different, and _ this 
reason was more fully developed in //alker v. Hatton (10 M. & 
W. 249). “It is now perfectly well settled,” said PARKE, B., | 


| p. 413), and the costs are result of this default. 


_ incurred in defending the sub-purchaser’s action. 
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“that a general covenant to repair must be construed to have 
reference to the condition of the premises at the time when the 
covenant begins to operate ; as the one lease was granted in 1828 
and the other in 1830, allowing an interval of two years, it is 
clear that the covenants would not have the same effect, but 
would vary substantially in their operation.” 

The judgment of the court in /V’alker v. Hatton also went on the 
ground that the lessee had unnecessarily incurred costs in 
defending the head-lessor’s action. He might, Lord ABINGER, 
C.B., observed, have paid the damages to the head-lessor at once, 
or he might have subsequently paid them into court; and the 
consideration that the expenses of repairs recoverable under the 
two covenants are (different does not seem to shew that the under- 
lessee should not, in addition to the expenses for which he is 
liable, also pay to the lessee any costs which the latter has 
properly incurred by reason of the under-lessee’s default. It has 
been considered, however, that the real effect of Penley v. Watts 
and Walker v. Hatton is to establish that the covenant in the 
underlease is not a contract of indemnity, but is limited to the 
damages immediately resulting from a breach of it as a covenant 
to repair. In Logan vy. Hall (4 C. B., p. 624) CoLtrman, J., in 
referring to Neale vy. //yllie (supra), said that it was overruled by 
the other two cases just mentioned, and he expressly disclaimed 
the argument that the lessee was entitled to further relief 
because he was unable to enter torepair “It was competent,” 
he said, “to the first lessee to stipulate for a right to enter, 
or to exact a covenant of indemnity ; and it is much less incon- 
venient that it should be so, for then the party knows the effect 
of the covenant, and the full extent of the liability he incurs.” 

It thus appears that when the head-lessor sues the lessee on 
his covenant to repair and recovers damages, and the lessee 
similarly sues the underlessee and recovers damages, the 
damages in each case will be those arising immediately from 
the breach of the covenant upon which the action is brought, 
and the amounts may differ because, by reason of the different 
commencements of the lease and the underlease, the measure 
of damages in each case is different. And since the under- 
lessee is only liable for the damages so ascertained—these being 
all the damages that flow from his own breach of covenant—he 
cannot be required to pay also the costs which the lessee 
has incurred in defending the head-lessor’s action. The lessee 
is himself in default (see Blyth v. Smith, 5 Man. & Gr, 
He can no 
more recover them from the sub-lessee than he can recover any 
excess of the damages payable for his own breach of covenant 
over the damages payable for the sub-lessee’s breach. In order 
to enable the lessee to recover such costs, he must obtain from 


the sub-lessee a contract of indemnity ; though if he obtains a 


covenant from him to perform all the covenants of the head-lease 
this amounts to an implied contract of indemuity and has the 
same effect as an express contract ; /ornhy vy. Cardwell (8 Q. B.D. 
329). At the same time it does not jus: ify the lessee in incurring 
costs needlessly, in reliance upon recovering them from the sub 
lessee. The indemnity extends only to the costs of an action 
reasonably defended: J/ornhy v. Cardwell (supra). The effect of 
the omission in the underlease of a covenant of indemnity was 
noticed by Linney, L.J., in Ebhetts v. Conquest (1895, 2 Ch, 377), 


| where he said; “ There is not in this underlease any covenant 


to indemnify the immediate lessor against his liability to his 
superior landlord in respect of repairs, and under these covenants 
the immediate lessor cannot get nearly so much in the shape of 
damages as he might if he were suing upon a covenant of indem- 
nity—for instance, he could not recover the costs of proceedings 
brought against him by the superior landlord.” 

In Clare v. Dobson (supra) an attempt was made to upset this 
result by appealing to the principle of Agius v. Great Western 
Colliery Co. (1899, 1 Q. B. 413)—namely, that where there has 
been a sale and a sub-sale, and a breach of contract is committed 
by the original vendor, he is liable to pay to the immediate 
vendee, not only the damages recovered against him by the 
sub-purchaser, but also the costs which he has reasonably 

It was held 
that these were costs which naturally resulted from the vendor’s 
breach of contract within the rule in Hadley v. Baxendale (9 Ex. 
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341). In Clare v. Dobson (supra) the head-lessor served notice to 
repair, and, on default in compliance with the notice, commenced 
an action to recover possession. Ultimately the repairs were 
executed, and the lessee obtained relief from the forfeiture. He 


claimed to recover from the sub-lessee the costs which he had | 


incurred in defending the action and obtaining relief. It may 


be difficult to distinguish in principle between such a case and | 


Agius v. Great Western Colliery Co. (supra), but to apply that 
decision as between lessee and sub-lestee would be to re-open a 
question which, as shewn above, has for many years been treated 
as settled. Whatever may be the rule in other cases in which the 
liability for breach of obligation is passed on from one person to 
another, yet, as between lessee and sub-lessee, cach is separately 
liable on the covenant into which he himself entered and no further ; 
and to carry the liability of the sub-lessee beyond the damages 
resulting immediately from his own failure to repair, he must 
have entered into an express or implied covenant of indemnity. 
In Clare v. Dobson there was no such further covenant, and 


consequently the lessee, as COLERIDGE, J., held, was not entitled | 
to recover from the underlessee the costs incurred in avoiding | 


forfeiture. 


The Conflict of Courts in Egypt. 


A GRAVE situation, both juridically and politically, has arisen 
in Egypt in consequence of the Mixed Courts and the Consular 
Courts having given conflicting decisions with respect to the 
status in Egypt of a company incorporated under English law 
and duly registered in London under the Companies Acts-- 
either the Companies (Consolidation) Act, 1908, or the Acts re- 
“agus by the Act of 1908. The situation may be summarized 

y saying that the Mixed Courts bave decided that many com- 
panies registered in London, carrying on business in Egypt, and 
some of whose members are resident in Egypt, have no right to 
legal recognition in Egypt, and may be ordered to be wound up 
by liquidators appointed by a Mixed Court, while, on the other 
hand, the Consular Courts have decided that the Mixed Courts 
are not competent to make any declaration as to the status of 
a British company, and bave restrained the liquidator appointed 
by British members from parting with the company’s assets to 
the Mixed Court's liquidators. 

The Mixed Courts in Egypt were set up in 1876, and were 
given “exclusive jurisdiction over all civil and commercial 
causes, not coming within the Law of Personal Status (en dehors 
du statut personnel), between Egyptians and foreigners, and between 
foreigners of different nationalities”: Article 9 of the Réglement 
d' Organisation Judiciare. It is also enacted by section 4 of the 
Mixed Civil Code that “ questions relating to the legal status and 
capacity of persons remain in the jurisdiction of the 
Personal Status Judge (juge du statut personnel).” The quotations 
are taken from what is believed to be the officially recognized 
English translation. Statut personnel would be much better 
translated as “ pereonal law” or “ personal statute,” and here 
means the system of law applicable to an individual by virtue 
of his having a nationality other than Egyptian or Ottoman. 
It will be noticed that the case of a corporation is not explicitly 
referred to. 

Two sections of the Mixed Commercial Code must be set out : 
“46. A limited liability company (/a sociélé anonyme) can exist 
only in virtue of a firman of the Khédive, approving the condi- 
tions contained in the agreement of association oul watheriaing 
the formation of the company. 47. All limited liability com- 
panies (les socidlés anonymes) which shall be established (qua Se 
fonderont) in Egypt shall be of Egyptian nationality, and shall 
be bound to have their principal place of business in Egypt.” 
Here again exception may be taken to the rendering of société 
anonyme by “limited liability company.” “Joint stock company ” 
would be more correct, since the word anonyme conveys no 
suggestion of liability, limited or unlimited, and only means 
that the company or société is one in which the names of the 
individual members are not publicly disclosed after the manner of 
4 firm-name which contains all the names of the partners. In 
section 47 the word “establish” (se fonder) refers to legal 


| existence in contrast to merely carrying on business. These 
extracts from the Codes will now enable the juridical aspect of 
the conflicting decisions to be appreciated. 

| About three years ago the case of Reuche v. City and dogri- 
cultural Lands (Limited) came before the Mixed Courts, The 
‘company in this case was registered in London under the English 
Companies Acts, but its members were apparently all of non- 
British nationality. The company was declared by the Mixed 
Courts to be “null and non-existent,” apparently on the ground 
that its members were not of British nationality. O.her 
| companies were also declared “ null and non-existent ” on similar 
grounds, and about fifty companies altogether were affected by 
| the principle laid down in the Mixed Courts, and went into 
liquidation. Soon after the first of these cases being thus decided 
by the Mixed Courts, the British Consular Court declined to 
recognize the judgment of a Mixed Court, to the effect that a 
certain defendant company, then in liquidation, was non-existent, 
as any defence in an action brought by a plaintiff in tbe Consular 
Court. The two systems of courts bave now come into more 
direst collision in consequence of the liquidation of the Helouan 
(Egypt) Development Co. (Limited). 

~ The Helouan Co. was registered in London and had a con- 
siderable number of British shareholders. In July, 1908, 
the company determined to go into voluntary liquidation, and 
two liquidators were appointed. Subsequently the liquidators 
were a Mr. RussgLt (a British subject) and a Mr. ADDAS, who 
was not a British subject. In May, 1909, a Mixed Court declared 
the company to be null and non-existent in Egypt, ordered a 
liquidation judiciaire, and appointed liquidators. These official 
liquidators then called upon Mr. RussELi to hand over to them 
| the books and assets of the company. An action was thereupon 
brought in the Consular Court by some British shareholders to 
restrain the voluntary liquidator from parting with the assets to 
the official liquidators, and the text of the judgment delivered 
by Judge Cator in the action (Reid, Barnard, & Co. v. Russell) is 
given in the Egyptian Gazette of December 28th. An order as 
asked for by the plaintiff was made with costs. The learned judge 
held that a foreign court had no right to interfere in the domestic 
concerns of a British company, and that he was bound to hold the 
company to be British, in view of the certificate of incorporation 
issued in London, behind which he could not go. He considered 
the question of the company’s legal status, decided by the Mixed 
Court, to be one of statut personnel, and therefore only to be 
decided by a British court. The decision of the Mixed Court 
on this question, and their order for winding-up, were tbus 
disregarded, and the conflict between the two courts became 
direct and complete. It would, of course, be possible to carry 
the case of Reid, Barnard, & Co. v. Russell to the Privy Council, 
with w view to getting the highest authoritative opinion, hut 
there appears to be no method of appealing directly against the 


Court being upheld by the Judicial Committee, the deadlock 
would be (juridically speaking) complete. 

It is difficult to see how the view of the Mixed Courts can 
be upheld as against the view taken by the Consular Courts. 
There is, of course, in one sense, no such thing as the 
“nationality” of a corporation, and it might be urged that on 
that gentl wip the provisions in the Commercial Code quoted 
above as to Egyptian “nationality” of “limited liability 
companies could not apply. But, although société anonyme does 
not really cover the conception of the English corporation with 
limited liability in its members, “nationality” may be so con- 
strued as to apply to English corporations as well as French 
sociétés, By “nationality ” in this connection is only meant the 
country, place, or territory which determines what system of law 
is applicable to the company. Thus, a company incorporated 
under the English Companies Acts and registered in London has 
for its “national ” law—in other words, for its stalut personnel— 
the law of England, and so may be said to be of English 
“ nationality.” The Mixed Courts seem to have taken the view 
that a British company loces its “nationality” by having aliens 
for its members. This, of course, is not so, and the Companies 
Acts contain no provisions as to aliens analogous to the 








Merchant Shipping Acts: see Princess of Reuss v. Bos (1871, 


decision of the Mixed Courts. In the event of the Consular | 
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LR. H. L. 176). The notion that an English corporation, some of 


whose members are British and others Egyptian, &c., is, by 
reason of these varieties of nationality, amenable to the jurisdic 
tion of the Mixed Courts, is perhaps intelligible enough from the 


int of view of Continental lawyers, but the fallacy which makes | 


that notion plausible is either that English and Continental law 
are similar, or else that English law may be disregarded. 

One argument against the Consular Courts’ view is that the 
question of the legal status of a British company in Egypt is 
not a question of sfatut personnel at all. This is wel! refuted by 
a writer in the Egyptian Gazette. He suggests, indeed, that no 
point of disputed nationality can be decided judicially, but that 
the capitulations have had the effect of mak:ng the question of 
nationality in every case a matter of administrative decision 
purely. But clearly questions of the legal status and capacity 
of a corporation are as much within the sole jurisdiction of the 
juge du statul personnel—i.e., the Consular Courts—as similar 
questions relating to an individual. 

It remains to notice a practical suggestion contained in the 
Egyptian Gazette. This is to the effect that all British companies 
should be registered at the consulate, and should, on their purely 
British membership or directorate falling below a certain 
standard, lose their British ‘‘ nationality.” This sounds feasible, 
but the first step surely is to induce the Mixed Courts to recon- 
sider their views of the law of English corporations, or if necessary 
have the necessary legislation passed in order to compel more 
respect for the interests of English capital and English share- 
holders of an English company. 








Reviews. 


Extradition. 

Extravition : A TREATISE ON THE LAW RELATING TO FUGITIVE 
OrrenvERs. By Sir Francis Piccort, Chief Justice of Hong 
Kong. Kelly & Walsh (Limited), Hong Kong; Butterworth & 
Co. 

In the preface to the first volume of his Foreign Judgments 
and Jurisdiction, published in 1908, Sir Francis Piggott gives an 
outline of the plan on which the series of his works on Nationality 
and Jurisdiction has been based. These works consist of two 


volumes on Nationality, one on Exterritoriality, three on Foreign | 
Judgments, and one (the present volume) on Extradition—the | 


criminal aspect of the subject. This book closes the series, all of 
which will now have been reviewed in these columns. The last of 
the series is written in the same interesting, if somewhat discursive, 
style as its predecessors. But for a few defects it would be an ideal 
treatise on the subject of the Extradition and Fugitive Offenders 
Acts. To begin with there are an undue number of misprints, varying 
from slips that are obvious to serious and really time-wasting mistakes 
in dates and references. Then cases under the Fugitive Offenders Act, 
1881, decided in the oversea courts of the Empire are not dealt with. 
However, notwithstanding these drawbacks, and the omission of 
some English cases that might well have been looked for, the book 
is likely to be for some time the best book on the subject of extradi- 
tion—even for that exacting person the busy practitioner. And if 
the busy practitioner will only manage to get time to consider the 
book as a whole, and grasp the principles of the law of extradition 
as here laid down, he will find his individual cases in practice easier 
to deal with. The careful perusal of the first fifteen pages will give 
any lawyer who is strange to the subject a very good idea of the 
relation of extradition to ordinary municipal law. Extradition cases 
form almost the only class of cases in which treaties with foreign 
powers have to be considered in our courts, and the different parts 
played by the international treaty and the municipal statute law are 
carefully distinguished and clearly stated by Sir F. Piggott. The book 
consists of two divisions. The first occupies pp. 1-302, and contains 
eight chapters on the various aspects of the subject. Of these eight 
chapters an excellent and concise analysis is given, adding greatly to 
the usefulness of the book. The other division is a separately paged 
appendix of some 350 pages, including index. In this appendix are 

rinted all the Extradition Acts, the Extradition Treaties, the 

ugitive Offenders Act, 1881, and some of the Canadian and other 
Oversea statutes. The Canadian Act of 1906 is contained in a supple- 
ment separately printed. With this volume are also issued some 
so per es for insertion in the second volume of the 
author's “ Nationality.” On the whole, we think this concluding 
volume is likely to be the most successful and useful of the series 
begun by the work on Nationality. 


Precedents of Wills. 


| Hayes anp Jarman’s Concise Forms or WItts, wiTn Practica 


| Notes. Tarrreentu Epirion. By J. B. Matruews, Barrister- 
| at-Law. Sweet & Maxwell (Limited), 





| The first edition of this work was published in 1835, so that it has 
| been for three-quarters of a century before the profession. In that 
time there have been a vast number of decisions on points relating to 
| wills, but most of these are useful rather to explain wills of defee- 
tive draftsmanship, than to assist the draftsman in pre paring a will, 
| and the wealth of judicial authority has not led to any undue increase 
| in the sizeof the volume. In the main it isa collection of precedents, 
though both by way of introduction and of notes, useful guidance is 
| given as to the effect of the relevant cases. The text of the Wills 
Act, 1837, is conveniently placed at the beginning of the buok, 
and on such matters as the revocation of a will, either by 
a subsequent will or by destruction (section 20), and as to 
the exercise of a general power of appointment by a general gift 
(section 27), the notes are very clear and full. he text of the 
Act is followed by a general view of its provisions, by suggestions 
to persons taking instructions for and preparing wills, and by 
directions as to the execution of a will. All this preliminary 
matter may usefully be consulted by the practitioner before using the 
precedents. A series of some thirty full forms is first given, includ- 
ing precedents adapted for many various circumstances, and these are 
followed by miscellaneous clau es which the d:aftsman can incorpor- 
ate as required. The precedents themselves are usually short, but 
to each there are appended notes dealing carefully with the various 
practical points arising in connection with them. Thus in the 
notes to Precedent 18, one of the longer of the forms, being a general 
form of will for a married man disposing of real and personal estate 
in favour of his wife and children, the leading cases on substitutional 
gifts and on the rule against perpetuities are shortly stated ; and the 
notes to Precedent 26, on the mode in which advances made by a 
testator to his children are to be ascertained and brought into 
account under a clause so providing, will be found to afford useful 
guidance on a matter which frequently causes practical difficulty. 
The appendix includes notes on domicile, and on the effect of a testa- 
mentary charge of debts. 





Books of the Week. 


Merchant Shipping.—A Treatise on the Law of Merchant 
| Shipping. By the late Davip Mactacuian, M.A., Barrister-at- 
Law. Fifth Edition. By Epwarp L. pe Hart, M.A., LL.B. 
| (Cantab.), and ALrrep T. Buckntt, M.A. (Oxon.), Barrister-at. Law. 
| Sweet & Maxwell (Limited). 


| Prohibition.—The Law of Prohibition at Common Law and 
| under the Justices’ Acts, founded on the Decisions of the Courts of 
England and Ireland, of the High Court of Australia, the Supreme 
Courts of New South Wales, Queensland, South Australia, Tasmania, 
Victoria, and Western Australia, and the Supreme Court of Appeal 
of the Dominion of New Zealand. By H. R. Curtewss, B.A., Aga 
(Syd.), and D. S. Epwarps, B.A., LL.B. (Syd.), Barristers-at-Law. 
With a Chapter on the Practtce in England. By F. J. Wrorrestty, 
Barrister-at-Law. Sweet & Maxwell (Limited). 


Law as to Electricity.—The Law relating to the Generation, 
Distribution and Use of Electricity, including Electric Traction. In 
Two Parts. By C. M. Knownes, LL.B., Barrister-at-Law. Part I: 
Electric Lighting and Power. Part II. : Electric Traction. Stevens 
& Sons (Limited). 


Insurance.—An Analysis of the Law of Insurance. By 
D. H. J. Hartiry, M.A. (Cantab.), Barrister-at-Law. Stevens & 
Haynes. 

Licensing.—Guide and Index to the Licensing Consolidation 
Act, 1910, comprising an Alphabetical Subject and Section Index to 
the Act,a Table of the repealed Acts shewing the New Section 
Substituted for each Old One, and a Table of the New Sections 
shewing under each the Repealed Sections which it Consolidates and 
Replaces. Reprinted from the “ Police Review.” John Kempster. 





Criminal Appeal.—Criminal Appeal Cases: Report of 
Salis’ Case in the House of Lords and the Court of Criminal Appeal 
December 15th, 19th, 1910, January 16th, 1911. Edited by Herman 
Conen, Barrister-at-Law. Vol. VIL, Part If. Stevens & Haynes, 








It is announced that the King of Norway has conferred upon Sir 
Albert K. Rollit, solicitor, the Knight Commandership of the National 
Order of St. Olaf, in recognition of his services to international com- 
mercial arbitration, and King George V. has given leave to Sir Albert 
Rollit to wear the decoration of the Order, 
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Correspondence. 


Valuation of Life Interests for the Purpose of 
Legacy Duty. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter.) 


Sir,—Very few observations are to be found in the text-books on 
the valuation of life interests for the purpose of Legacy Duty. 
Such interests are valued according to the tables contained in the 
Schedule to the Succession Duty Act, 1853, at a fixed rate which 
takes no account of the security of the capital out of which the life 
terant receives his income. Whether the income is derived from 
Consols, or from preference shares in a public company paying 6 per 
cent. on their market value, the value of the life interest for the 
perpese of duty is the same, though its market value obviously 
c 


epends on those considerations. 
In a case now in the present writer’s hands, a testator has given 
pecuniary legacies upon trust for his daughters for life, and has also 

_ settled shares in the 


same trusts as the legacies. The estate consists in great part of 


ordinary shares in one company, which it would be prejudicial to | 


realize en bloc, and there are also shares in another company for 
which there is practically no market at all. With the view, there- 
fore, of facilitating the distribution of the estate, the trustees have, 
under an express power of appropriation contained in the will, 
appropriated shares in each company in part satisfaction of the 
settled legacies and shares of residue. The will expressly states that 
the power is given because the testator apprehends that these shares 
could not be sold within a year of his death except at a considerable 


loss, and that, notwithstanding appropriation, the shares are to | 


remain subject to the trust for sale. There is the usual Howe and 
Dartmouth clause providing that all income pending conversion 


shall be applied as if it were income arising from proceeds of con- | 


version. 

The shares in the first company pay 6 per cent. on their present 
market value, and those in the second company, so far as it is 
possible to estimate a market value at all, over 10 per cent. The 
result is that the average rate of interest earned for the moment on 
the whole settled funds is about 6 per cent., and the Estate Duty 
Office clainis duty on the basis of the income actually earned. But 
this is very unfair to the life tenants, for the holding of these shares 
is a purely temporary measure, and in due course the shares will be 
realized and the proceeds reinvested in irust securities, with the 
result of reducing the income perhaps by a third. Under the Legacy 
Duty Act the life tenant is “ chargeable with the duty in respect of 
such bequest in the same manner as if the annual produce thereof 
had been given by way of annuity.” 
“annual produce ” of a trust fund should be taken, not as the actual 
income produced from it pending a temporarily postponed conver- 
sion, but as the income which may * expected from it when 
converted and re-invested in proper securities—that is, at the most 4 
per cent.? It would be interesting to know whether any of your 
readers has in such circumstances ever successfully rebutted the 
claim to duty on the full actual income. 

A similar case could be conceived in which the statutory value of 
the life interest would exceed the actual value of the fund. That 
occasionally happens in the assessment of succession duty on 


leaseholds, but it is believed that in such cases the Estate Duty | 


Office accepts duty calculated on the value of the ieasehold property 
itself, ALON. 
Jan. 26. 





Finance (1909-10) Act, 1910—Reversion Duty. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter.] 


Sir,—We enclose ory correspondence which we have had with 


the Chancellor of the Exchequer which we think may interest your 
readers. ARNOLD & CuBIson, 
Dove-court, Old Jewry, London, E.C., Jan. 28. 


The following is the correspondence referred to : 
Dove-court, Old Jewry, E.C., 9th January 1911. 
Finance (1909-10) Act, 1910.—Reversion Duty, Seci ions 13, 14, and 15. 
To the Right Honourable the Chancellor of 
Whitehall, S. W. 


Sir,—In view of the proposed amendments to the above Act in the 
ensuing session of Parliament, may we beg your consideration of a case | 
which has arisen in actual practice, and which we believe to be typical | 
of many others, ; 


the Exchequer, 


roceeds of sale of his residuary estate upon the | 


Is it not arguable that the | 


Our client is assignee to two leases granted in 1865 of two important 
town houses adjoining each other, each lease being for 99 years from 
1861, at a ground-rent of £33 per annum. 

Before the passing of the Act, our client, being desirous of converting 
these two houses into one large building for residential flats, applied to 
the freeholders (who are trustees of the estate of the original lessor) 
| for consent to the proposed alterations. They expressed their willing. 

ness to grant such consent upon condition that the two existing leases 

should be surrendered and one new lease granted of the two houses for a 

term equal to the residue of the existing terms and at a ground-rent 

equal t> the aggregate of the two existing ground-rents. 

An agreement wes accordingly prepared to carry such errangement 
into effect, but before it was signed the Act came into operation, and the 
freeholders then required asa further condition that our client should 
agree to pay whatever Reversion Duty would be payable, otl erwise they 
were advised that they could not as trustees Seeally consent to the 
proposed transaction, and our client was therefore compelled to enter 
into a covenant to pay such duty (if any). 

Correspondence took place with the Land Value Duty Department at 
Somerset House by Messrs. Bailey, Shaw & Gillett, the solicitors for 
the freeholders, and ourselves, a copy of which is sent herewith, from 
which it will be noticed that the Department claims that Reversion 
Daty will be payable. 

It would appear according to section 13, sub-section 2, that such duty 
must be calculated upon the difference in value of the land at this date 
and the value in 1865 (the date of the granting of the two existing 
leases), and there appear to be no exemptions or allowance in section 
14 which cover this case, although it is clear that no benefit can accrue 
to the lessors except the benefit of being able by this means to obtain 
fiom his lessee payment now of the Reversion Duty in respect of his two 
leases, which he would otherwise not have had to pay until the year 
1960. 

For the lessee, on the other hand, it is a great hardship that he should 
be saddled with a liability which could not be foreseen when he started 
his negotiation. On theassumption that no new taxes of a retrospective 

| character would be imposed, we had advised our client that the utmost 
he would he liable for would be duty on the increased value (if any) of 
the reversion between April, 1909, and the date of the determination of 
the lease. 

Unless it is proposed to vary section 13 so that it shall not be retro- 
spective, it is submitted that an exemption or allowance should be 
made when, as in the present ease, no present benefit whatever accrues 
to the lessor. 

Awaiting hearing from you with a favourable reply.—We are, your 
obedient servants, (Sigued) ARNOLD & CUBISON. 


Treasury Chambers, Whitehall, 8. W., 17th January, 191). 
Gentlemen,—-In reply to your letter of the 9th instant, relative to the 
| payment of Reversion Duty on the merger of a lease in the freehold, 
| T am desired by the Chancellor of the Exchequer to inform you that 
|he has at present under consideration proposals for amending the 
| Finance (1909-10) Act with a view to removing the hardship to which 
| you refer. —Yours faithtully, (Signed) R. G. HAWTREY, 
Messrs. Arnold & Cubison. 


' 


| 





The London University and Solicitors. 
[Zo the Editur of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter.) 


Sir,—May I suggest, in the interest of young members of the 
solicitors’ profession, that the Law Society might make —- 
tions to the London University to exempt them from the Matricula- 

tion Examination on the following grounds :— 

The Northern Universities exempt solicitors of certain years of 
standing from the Matriculation Examination, but this is of little 
use as attendance at lectures for three years is required, and a man 
| in practice cannot find this time, while attendance at lectures is not 
| required at London for external students. ; 
| tf. say, exemption was allowed for men of ten years’ standing, no 
|harm would be done, as all the other examinations must be 
| passed. 
| Surely it is time that all preliminary examinations should be of 
| one standard and thus interchangeable. 

The present legal student is being catered for, and his study from 

a scientific standpoint looked after, but men of ten or more years 

| are in no way encouraged to study law except as a means of money 
making. SUBSCRIBER. 


| 








The report of the Executive Committee of the Parliamentary Labour 
Party says that in consequence of the Osborne judgment twenty-two 


trade union societies ‘‘ were brought into court, and injunctions were 


| issued against them, forbidding them to continue the practice which 


some of them have carried on for over forty years. These injunctions 


| affect the financial position of twenty members of Parliament, who, as 


Fund, are, 


their unions can no longer subscribe to our Parliamentar, ; 
e to receive 


under the strict reading of the Constitution, no longer eligi 
payments from it,”’ 
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CASES OF THE WEEK. 
High Court—Chancery Division. 


Re BYTHWAY. GOUGH +. DAMES. Joyce, J. 27th Jan. 


ApMINISTRATION—Executor—Lecactes— APPROPRIATION BY 


TO Himsetr as Lecaree—AprEMprion. 


EXECUTOR | 





would leave the defendants in a worse position than the old practice of 
imposing a term. 

Joycr, J.—This is an action for infringement of a patent. A question 
has arisen as to the costs of particulars of objections where the plaintiff 
gets leave, under order 26, rule 1, to discontinue. Ord. 53a, r. 22, was 
promulgated in June, 1908. Before this rule, where the plaintiff had to 
get leave to discontinue, it was usual to impose as a term of such leave 
being given that the plaintiff should pay the costs of the particulars of 


| objections ; otherwise the defendant could not get costs, since (the action 


In executor cannot appropriate, wm or towards satisfaction of al 


pecunuary legacy bequeathe dtohimeel{, securities huving no exact value. 


By his will, dated the 25th of November, 1905, Major William Byth 
way (among other provisions) appointed his wife sole executrix and 
trustee thereof, and bequeathed to her three separate legacies of £200, 
£10,000, and £1,000 respectively, directing that the two latter legacies 
should be retained by or paid to her in full in priority to all hiv other 
legacies. He devised and bequeathed to her his residuary real and 
personal estate upon trust for sale and conversion, payment of his funeral 
and testamentary expenses, debts, and legacies, and investment of the 
residue ; and he directed her to hold the investments upon trusts for 
herself for life or widowhood with remainders over. The will contained 
an express power to postpone conversion, and to continue unauthorised 
investments. The testator died in June, 1907, leaving, as part of his 
residuary estate, some debentures and ordinary shares in a tin plate 
company. The company was a prosperous one, but its shares and 
cebentures were not quoted on any Stock Exchange. Mrs. Bythway, 
who was unwilling to sell, decided to retain them herself in part satis 
faction of her legacies of £10,000 and £1,000; and in August, 1908, 
acting on advice and in good faith, she executed two transfers to herself 
for the nominal consideration of ten shillings in each case. She took 
the securities at a valuation supplied by the secretary of the company, 
and used for probate. She made her will in November, 1907, and died 
in November, 1908. By her will, after reciting that she was entitled 
under her husband’s will to his freehold house and two several legacies 
or sums of £10,000 and £1,000 respectively, she devised and bequeathed 
the house and the said two several sums upon certain trusts. On her 
death a question arose as to the effect of the two transfers, and a 
summons was taken out by a beneficiary in remainder to her under her 
husband’s will, against the executrix and trustee of her will, asking 
for a declaration that Mrs. Bythway was not entitled to, and did not, 
effectually appropriate the shares and debentures, and (if the appropria 
tion was held to be effectual) to determine whether Mrs. Bythway’s 
bequest of the two legacies or sums was to any extent adeemed, or 
passed the shares and debentures, by reason of the appropriation. 
During the argument, Joyce, J., came to the conclusion that the 
appropriation was invalid. 

Joyce, J., in delivering judgmenf, observed that it had often been 
said that the doctrine of ademption, more frequently than not, frus 
trated the intention_of the testator. It was not without satisfaction 
that he saw the liberal way in which Fry, J., dealt with that question 
in Morgan v. Thomas (1877, 25 W. R. 750, 6 Ch. D. 176). It always 
eame back to a question of construction. The first thing to do was to 
determine what was given by the will, and the next was to ask where 
that which was given was. He was not prepared to say that Mrs. Byth 
way’s bequest of ‘‘ the two several sums’ was a specific gift; but, 
taking it as such, had those two sums ceased to exist? It was said that 
as to part there had been a payment or ademption, not that they had 
ceased to exist. But he held that the testatrix had no power to appro- 
priate to herself a security with no market value, and at her own price. 
She was entitled to payment of her legacies, on accounting for what she 
had taken. The legacies continued to exist. The terms of Mrs. Byth- 
way’s will were ambiguous; but he thought he would effectuate her 
intention (as was done in Morgan v. Thomas) by holding that there was 
no ademption, and therefore that those sums still existed for the purpose 
of the bequest.—CounsEL, Hughes, K.C., and T'omlin; Younger, K.C., 
and #. Nevill. Soticrrors, Yew & Co., for Bythway & Son, Ponty- 
pool; J. B. Somerville, for Brodie & Walton, Llanelly. 

[Reported by H. F. Currie, Barrister-at-Law.} 


BIBBY & BARON (LIM.) v. STRACHAN & HENSHAW (LIM.). 
Joyce, J. 12th and 26th Jan. 
Practice—Cosrs—Taxation—Parenr Action--D1scontiNUANCE WITH 
Leave or Covurrt—Costs or Particvtars or Ossections—R.8.C 





XXVI. 1; LITIa. 22. 


Ord. 53a, 7. 22, of the R.S.C., which provides that the cost f | 
particulars of objections, delivered by the defendant in an action for 
breach of patent, shall be in the discretion of the taxing master, will be 
applied to actions discontinued whether with or without the leave of the 
court, 


patent action. The plaintiffs had issued notice of trial and a notice 
to admit facts, and subsequently applied for leave, under ord. 26, r. 1, 
of the R.S.C., to discontinue the action. The defendants wished it to 
be imposed as a condition of such leave that the plaintiffs should pay 
the costs of the particulars of objections delivered by the defendants. 
The defendants argued at the hearing of the summons that ord. 53a, 


| 
This was a procedure summons taken out by the defendants in a 





| not going to trial) a certificate of the propriety of the objections could 


net be obtained under the Act of 1883. But now, under order 53a, the 
taxing master might, in his discretion, allow these costs; and, if the 
discontinuance was at an earlier stage of the proceedings, costs could 
not be obtained except from the taxing master exercising his discretion. 
The question here is whether the plaintiff should have to submit to pay 
the costs of the parti ulars of objection without the question of the 
propriety of the objections being submitted to the taxing master under 
order 55a. I am not sure whether order 53a does not in its terms 
compel me to leave these costs to the taxing master. But, at all events, 
I think it is a right and proper thing to be done in the circumstances ; 
and*I, therefore, decline to make it a condition of leave to discontinue 
that the plaintiff should pay these costs.—Counsrn, J. H. Gray; Cole- 
fax. Sovicrrors, F’. Stutteford, for Blair & Seddon, Manchester ; Gus- 
cotte, Wadham, & Co., for J. H. King, Bristol. 
[Reported by H. F. Cuerriy, Barrister-at-Law. } 


NAPIER ». WILLIAMS. Warrington, J. 18th Jan. 


CovENANT—JOINT AND SEVERAL CoveNANTS—LeEssee COVENANTING WITH 
HIMSELF AND OrrERS — INVALIDITY OF COVENANTS — COVENANTS 
RUNNING WITH LAND—ASSIGNEES Not Bounp. 

A covenant by one with himself and others jointly is void. There- 
fore, if a lessee purports to covenant with himself and other lessora 
f mtly, althou ph the covenant tf valid is of such a kind as to run with 
the land, yet an assignee of the term is not bound in law or in equity. 

Ellis v. Kerr (54 Souticrrors’ Journat, 307; 1910, 1 Ch. 529) followed. 


The plaintiffs in this action were the present trustees of the will of 
\. T. Roberts, and as such were the successors in title of three persons 
who, by a lease dated the 16th of March, 1894, purported to demise 
certain hereditaments forming part of the testator’s estate to one of 
themselves. The defendants were assignees of this lease. The sub- 
stantial question in the action was whether the defendants were per 
sonally bound to perform certain covenants by the lessee expressed 
to be contained in the lease. The rent had been paid, and no ques- 
tion arose as to that. The defendants did not deny that if the 
covenants were not performed the plaintiffs might re-enter and 
determine the lease. They contended only that the so-called 
covenants were inoperative in law, and created no obligation by which 
they could be personally bound. The facts were as follows :—The 
testator was at his death seised of No. 5, Hackney-road, for an estate 
in fee simple. By his will, dated the 28th of July, 1892, he appointed 
his sons Carlton Roberts and Clarence Edgar Roberts and Clement 
Joslin trustees and executors thereof, and directed that his trustees 
should grant to his said son Carlton upon his request, or to such 
persons as he should appoint, a lease of the said premises for any 
term not exceeding twenty-one years in possession from the testator's 
death, the rent to be determined by two arbitrators, one appointed by 
his said son, and the other by his trustees, or by an umpire in case of 
disagreement, such lease to cpntain covenants on the part of the lessee 
to keep, and at the end of such term to deliver up the said premises 
in good and eubstantial repair, and such other covenants and pro 
visions as are usual in a London repairing lease. Testator devised 
the said premises, subject to the lease so to be granted to his trustees 
in fee in trust for sale. By codicil dated the 25th of January, 1893, 
he appointed T. B. Napier a trustee and executor, in addition to the 
three trustees named in his will. Testator died on the 26th of Feb 
ruary, 1893, and his will and codicil were proved by Carlton Roberts, 
C. E. Roberts, and T. B. Napier, Clement Joslin having renounced 
and disclaimed. Subsequently Carlton Roberts accepted a lease, in 
accordance with the terms of the will. This lease was dated the 16th 
of March, 1894, and made between Carlton Roberts and his two 
co-trustees of the one part, and Carlton Roberts of the other part. 
The lessee thereby purported to covenant for himself, his executors, 
administrators, and assigns, with the lessors, their heirs and assigns 
(inter alia), that he would repair the premises and deliver them up at 
the end of the term, and that he would not assign without consent 
[he lease contained the usual power of re-entry in the event of a 
breach of any of the covenants. Carlton Roberts entered into posses- 


| sion under the lease, and used the premises for the purpose of his 
| business. In 1898 he sold the business to A. T. Roberts, Sons, & Co. 


Limited), and aesigned the premises to them for the residue of the term. 
By a debenture trust deed, dated the 11th of July, 1898, the company 
assigned the premises to the trustees of that deed for the residue of the 
term. ‘he defendants are the present trustees of that deed, and the 
security having become enforceable they, on the 25th of June, 1910, 
appointed a receiver. Neither the present nor any former trustees of 
the debenture trust deed have ever been personally in possession, or 
paid any rent, which was paid first by the company an then by the 
receiver. The defendants insisted that by reason of these facts the 


r. 22, which provides that the costs of particulars of breaches and | covenantor was himself one of the covenantees, and that the 


party ulars of objec tions shall be in the discretion of the taxing master 
Was not applicable tu discontinuance with the leave of the court, and 





eovenants were joint. and not joint and several, and were void and 


ineffectual, aud created uv vbligation by w hich they were bound. The 
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plaintiffs, on the other hand, contended that even at law the defendants | 


were bound, and that if this were not so, yet they were bound in 
equity. 

Warreincton, J., after finding by his judgment that there was no 
ground for rectifying the covenant, and that the defendants were 
tenants under the lease, continued: ‘‘ The demise itself, namely, by 
three joint tenants in fee to one of themselves, gives rise to difficult 
questions as to the nature of the interest taken by the lessee. No 
statutory provision is applicable. Section 21 of 22 & 23 Vict., cap. 55, 
relates fo assignments of chattels real by an assignor to himself and 
another, and does not relate to leases of freeholds Section 50 of the 
Conveyancing Act, 1881, by virtue of the definition of conveyance, 
applies to a lease of freehold land, but only enables such a lease to 
be made by one to himself jointly with another, and has no reference 
to a lease by two or more to one of themselves alone What is the 
effect, then, at common law of such a demise at the present. The 
lessee is already seised per my et per tout, and the demise by the lessee 
himself can have no effect, for any term granted by himself would 
merge in the fee. The other two joint tenants could make an effectual 
demise of their two-thirds, but they would thereby sever the Joint 
tenancy. I think that the effect must be that the joint tenancy is seyered 
during the term, and that the lessee is entitled to the two-thirds of the 
land by virtue of the lease, remaining seised of his one-third for his 
original estate in fee. If this is the right view, I can see many serious 
difficulties in the plaintiff's way, but I prefer to dispose of the case on 
other grounds, and will therefore treat the matter as if there were no 
question arising on the form of the demise itself 
the effect in law of a covenant by one with himself and others jointly 
has recently been discussed before me in LFilis v. Kerr (1910, 1 Ch 
527). After reviewing the authorities I came to the conclueion in that 
case that such a covenant is void, and creates no legal obligation on 
the covenantor. I see no reason to alter the view I then expressed, 
nor can IJ distinguish the present case from Lillis v. Kerr. 1 am of 
opinion, therefore, that at law the covenants in question were void, 
and could not have been enforced against the covenantor. But it is 
contended that though that might be so, the provisions they embody 
are a burden on the land, and bind an assignee by reason of the 
privity of estate between him and the lessor. It is true that in general 
a lessee’s covenant of the nature of those in question runs with the 
land, and tne assignee can be sued by reason of the privity of estate 
between the parties. Privity of estate is an essential condition of the 
liability, but it does not create it. This is only effected by the 
covenant. If there is no covenant there can be no liability. At law, 
then, I think the plaintiff’s case ought to fail. Have they any better 
right in equity? It may be conceded that the relations between the 
lessee himself and his co-trustees and the beneficiary, and the cit 
cumstances under which the lease was granted, would render him 
liable to perform the obligations which the lease purported to confer 
upon him. The assignees must, no doubt, be treated as having notice 
that the lessee was a trustee, and that the lease was granted in 
pursuance of the will. As regards the nature of the interest they 
took under the lease, it may well be that it would be subject to the 
same equities as the inter thereunder of the lessee, and, as I have 
already pointed out, the defendants do not deny that this is so, for 
they admit that the lease may be determined unless they perform it 
conditions. But to impose on the assignees a personal liability by 
reason of notice is a totally different matter. There is no principle 
and no authority by virtue of which it could be imposed in such a 
case as the present. In my opinion, therefore, neither at law nor in 
equity could the performance of the so-called covenants be enforced 
by action against the defendants, and as the contrary view is that 
which is really propounded in the form of declaration asked for by 
the trustees, I simply dismiss the action with costs.—CounseL, for the 
plaintiff, Henry Terrell, K.C., and J. Rolt; for the defendant, Cave, 
K.C., and P. 8. Stokes. Soricrtorns, Smith, Rundell, & Dod 
Emmanuel & Simmond 

[Reported by Pencr T. Canpvew, Barrister-at-Law.] 


Re LACON'S SETTLEMENT. LACON ». LACON. Swinfen Eady 


28th Jan. 


Serttep Lanp Acts, 1882 ro 1600—Lease sy Tenant ror Lire Wirnovt 
IMPEACHMENT oF Waste—Breacn or Lesser’s COVENANTS TO KEEP IN 
Reparn—Sum Recoveren 1x Respect or sucn Breach—WuHernver 
Trustees on Tenant ror Lire EntTItTLED To sucu Sum 
Sums recovered in respect of breach of covenant and dilayidation 

from a tenant of a mansion house under a lease granted under the pro 

visions of the Settled Land Acts, by a tenant for life without im pea h 

ment of waste, are cap tal moneys pay- ble to the trustee f the ecttl 

ment, and not to the tenant for lif 


The question raised by this originating summons was whether a sum 
in respect of dilapidations paid by a lessee of a mansion house under a 
lease granted by a tenant for life under the Settled Land Acts was 
ca ital payable to the trustees of the settlement, or was payable to a 
subsequent tenant for life. The facts were, shortly, these : The mansion 
house in question, Ormesby House, Norfolk, was settled in strict settle 
ment by the will of Sir Edmund Lacon, who died in September, i858. 
The testator’s eldest son, the tenant for life under the settlement, iu 
December, 1888, granted a lease of Ormesby House for a term of twenty 
one years, with the consent of the trustees, the plaintiffs in the present 
action. The lessee covenanted (inter alia) to kee p the mansion house in 


Che question as to | 


1899, without having had any issue, and thereupon his nephew, the 

| defendant, became tenant for life without impeachment of waste of the 

| settled property. The lease expired on the 11th of October, 1909, and 

| thereupon a claim was made against the representative of the lessee for 
damages for breach of covenant. ‘The claim was settled by the payment 
of £1,000 in respect of dilapidations of buildings, loss and damage to 
chattels, loss of rent and surveyor’s charges. The question now involved 
was whether an apportioned part of this sum attributable to dilapidations 
belonged to the trustees, or to the defendant as tenant for life in 
possession without impeachment of waste. 

Swinren Eapy, J., in the course of his judgment, said : A tenant for 
life exercising an ordinary leasing power conferred upon him by a will 
or settlement, and apart from the Settled Land Acts, has not been 

| regarded as a trustee of the power. One of the consequences of the 
| power being considered non-fiduciary is that such a tenant for life may 
lease to a trustee for himself, so long as the terms of the power are com 
pled with : Sugden on Powers, 8th ed., 717; Farwell on Powers, 2nd 
ed., 564; Wilson v. Newell (1766, 4 Burr. 1975), and Cardigan (Earl) v. 
Montague (Sug. Pow., 918). The defendant, in support of hig conten 
tior. that he is entitled to the amount apportioned in respect of dilapida 
ticns to buildings, insisted that it was in the nature of a casual profit 
belonging to the tenant for life, and relied upon the case of Noble vy 
(uss (1828, 2 Sim. 343). But in that case the trustees, who had brought 
an action against the assign of the lessee for breach of covenants and 
dilapidations, and had recovered £500 damages, were only possessed of 
an estate during the life of Ann Noble, the equitable tenant for life. 
They declared in that action, as assignees, for the life of Ann Noble, of 
the reversion of the premises expectant upon the lease. The trustees 
were not trustees of the inheritance, and after the decease of Ann Noble 
there was a legal remainder to certain other persons as tenants in 
common in fee simple. It was under these circumstances that the Vice 
Chancellor refused to hold that the damages were something accruing to 
the inheritance, and said that he would be introducing a new equity if 
he were to hold that damages recovered in an action for a breach of a 
covenant running with the land were to be considered as part of the 
inheritance. Although, as a general rule, a tenant for life is entitled to 
make all the prot he can out of all the legal incidents of his life estate 
without any lability to account, he stands in a different position when he 
exercises the powers conferred on tenants for life by the Settled Land 
Acts. The effect of section 53 of the Settled Land Act, 1882, is to make 
the tenant for life a trustee in respect of all powers conferred upon him 
by the Act, and to make him accountable as such. He is in the position 
of a trustee for all parties entitled under the settlement, as regards tho 
exercise of the statutory leasing powers. He could not, therefore, lease to 
a trustee for himself. In Chandler v. Bradley (1897, 1 Ch. 315) Stirling, 
J., declared a lease granted by a tenant for life to be void, on the 
ground that he had received the sum of £21 for himself as an induce 








ment to execute the lease. The judge held that the case was to be 
regarded as governed by the ordinary law applicable to dealings with 
trustees and other persons in a fiduciary position, and on that footing 
granted the beneficiaries relief, refusing to enter into the question 
whether or not they had been damnified by what had been done. Having 
regard to the fact that the position, duties, and liabilities of a trustee 
are imposed upon a tenant for life in relation to the exercise of the 
powers conferred upon him by the Settled Land Acts, it was decided by 
Bigham, J., in Mitchell v. Armstrong (1901, 17 T. L. R. 495), that 
damages recovered by a tenant for life for breaches of the covenant to 
repair contained ia a lease under the Settled Land Acts, belonged to 
the tenant for life as trustee for the trust estate, and must be paid to 
the trustees of the settlement. If a tenant for life granted a lease of a 
house, and the lessee covenanted to insure against fire, and failed to 
observe the covenant, and the house was destroyed by fire, the lessor 
might, in an action for damages for breach of covenant, recover the 
value of the building burnt down and lost, which ought to have been 
insured : Lx parte Bateman (1856, 25 L. J. Bk. 19, 2 Jur. N. 8. 2 
relied upon by Erle, C.J., in Betteley v. Stainshy (12 C. B. N. 8., at p 
499), and Mayne on Damages, 8th ed., 332. Certainly the tenant for 
life could not recover, and keep for his own benefit, the damages arising 
from the breach of such a covenant. The same principles of equity 
would be applicable as were applied by Kindersley, V.C., in Polt V 
Pole (1865, 2 Dr. & Sm. 420), where he held that £3,000 paid to a 
tenant for life to withdraw his opposition to a railway Bill must } 
treated as capital money, to be held on the trusts of the settlement. Se: 
also Re Rodes, Sanders v. Hobson (1909, 1 Ch. 815). In my opinion 
having regard to the true construction and effect of section 53 of the 
Settled Land Act, 1882, the sum apportioned in respect of dilapidations 
to buildings is payable to the trustees of the settlement, and not to the 
tenant for life for his own benefit. This is in accordance with the view 
taken in Hood and Challis’s Conveyancing, &c., Acts, 7th ed., 243, in 
Wolstenholme’s Conveyancing, &c., Acts, 9th ed., 335, 412, and in 
Gover on Capital and Income, 2nd ed., 5. I concur in the view which 
the text writers have expressed on this subject.—Counser, for the 
trustees, J. M. Stone; for the tenant for life, 7. 7. Methold. 
Soricitors, Wellington Taylor; Grover, Humphreys, 4: Son. 
{Reported by Pencr T. Canvey, Barrister-at-Law.] 

Re WILLIAMS’ SETTLEMENT. Eve, J. 25th Jan. 
SETTLEMENT—COVENANT TO Setrte Arrer-acguirep Property—Con- 
TINGENT INTEREST-——FALLING 1nTO Possession Durinc Covertvure. 

{ marriage settlement contained a covenant by the wife, that if shé 
should at any time during the coverture become entitled in any manne? 
ond for any estate or interest, to any real or pereonal property if 





good and substantial repair. The lessor died on the llth of August 
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should be settled. At the date of the marriage she was entitled lo a 
contingent interest which fell into possession during the coverture. 

Held, that the interest was caught by the covenant. 

Archer v. Kelly (1 Dr. & Sm. 300) followed. 

This summons raised questions as to the construction of a covenant 
to settle after-acquired property. The plaintiff at the date of her 
marriage was entitled in possession to one-third of certain property, 
part of which consisted of sums invested on mortgage. She was also 
entitled contingently to another third, which fell into possession during 
the coverture. The marriage settlement was effected by two deeds of 
even date. By the first the plaintiff assigned to the trustees all her 
shares and interests in the mortgage debts, and all other, if any, her 
share and interest in the mortgage debts and other property upon trust 
to raise £12,000, and stand possessed thereof upon the trusts of a 
deed of even date, and subject thereto upon trust for the plaintiff 
absolutely. By the deed of even date the £12,000 was settled upon the 
usual trusts of the wife’s fortune, and the plaintiff covenanted that if 
she should at any time during the coverture become entitled in any 
manner, and for any estate or interest, to any real or personal property 
exceeding in value £500, then she would settle it upon the trusts therein 
contained. 

Eve, J.—The first question is, Did the assignment extend so as to 
include the  agpeanhy contingent interests in her brother's share of the 
mortgage debts, and if so, is the plaintiff's interest in the share of her 
brother held upon trust for the plaintiff absolutely, or is it caught by 
the covenant? I answer the first question in the affirmative. The 
assignment is plain and unambiguous, and the construction which would 
exclude the contingent interests really strikes out of the deed the words 
“and all other, if any, her share and interest in the mortgage debts.”’ 
The contingent interests were, therefore, assigned, but subject to this, 
they are held under the settlement upon trust for the plaintiff 
abselutely. But it is said that the contingent interest, having fallen 
into possession, such interest is bound by the covenant, and is payable 
to the trustees and not to the plaintiff under the ultimate trust in the 
assignment. I do not accept this view. In my opinion, whatever 
passed under the assignment is held upon the trusts of that deed wholly 
unaffected, except to the extent of the £12,000, by the trusts of the 
second deed, and the covenant must be read in the light of the trusts 
in the first deed, and so as not to defeat these trusts. hold, therefore, 
that the moneys representing the plaintiff's interest in her late brother's 
share of the mortgage debts are payable to her, and are not subject to 
the covenant. But a further guestion arises with respect to the 
plaintiff's share of the property, other than the mortgage debts, which 
has fallen into possession by the death of her brother. This is not 
affected by the assignment, and the question turns solely upon the 
covenant in the settlement. The covenant, it is to be observed, is so 
framed as to be applicable to after-acquired property only, and is wide 
enough to cover any contingent interest coming into existence after the 
commencement of the coverture. Does such a covenant sweep in 
property in which the covenantor had a contingent interest at the date 
of the marriage, and which falls into possession during the coverture ’ 
I think the answer to that question is supplied by authority. In Archer 
v. Kelly (1 Dr. & Sm. ), Kindersley, V.C., had to construe a 
covenant relating, as the covenant does here, solely to property to be 
acquired after the marriage. The language there was that if the 
husband and wife, or either of them in her right, should “ by gift, 
descent, succession, or otherwise howsoever become entitled to any real 
or personal estate,’’ and the Vice-Chancellor, in holding that a share in 
realty, to which the wife was contingently entitled at the date of her 
marriage, and which fell into possession during the coverture, was 
within the covenant, observed : ‘‘ The word ‘ become ’ in its usual and 
proper acceptation, imports a change of condition—that is, the entering 

into a new state or condition by a change from some former state or 
condition. The word ‘entitled’ may mean entitled in possession or 
entitled in reversion or remainder.’’ And then, having stated that at 
the time of the marriage the wife’s interest was contingent on an event 
which had happened during the coverture whereby the wife had become 
entitled to a vested estate, he proceeds: ‘‘ There is a change in the 
condition of her estate or interest in the property ; she has, during the 
coverture, become entitled to the property for a new estate or interest, 
and therefore this property falls within the terms of the covenant. The 
plain and natural import of the terms of the covenant has been com- 
plied with.’”” Here the language is, if the wife should “‘ at any time 
during the coverture become entitled in any manner and for any estate 
or interest to any real or personal property,’’ and I cannot see any 
substantial difference between this covenant and that in Archer v. 
Kelly. Nor do I think any doubt is thrown upon the correctness of 
that decision by anything that was decided or implied either in Re 
Michell’s Trusts (9 Ch. D. 5) or in Re Bland’s Settlement (1905, 1 
Ch. 4). Accordingly, I hold that the plaintiff's share in the property, 
ether than the mortgage debts, which fell into possession on the death 
of her brother, is within the terms of the covenant.—CounsgL, P. 0. 
Lawrence, K.C., and A. B. Terrell; R. A. Griffith. Soxicrrors, Lemon 
& Co.; Peacock & Goddard, for 8. R. Dew & Co., Bangor. 
[Reported by 8. E. Wriitiams, Barrister-at-Law.] 


Re WHITFIELD, . HILL v. MATHIE. Parker, J. 
24th Jan. 


Wit—Girr Durtnc WipowHoop—Decgasep Wire's Sister's MARRIAGE 
Act, 1907 (7 Ep. 7, c. 47), s. 2—Exist1nc Riaurs anp Inrerzsts. 


A testator gave all his property to trustees upon trust to pay the 


widow nuarried her deceused sister's widower, und upon this marriage 
being legalised by the Deceased Wife's Sister’s Marriage Act, 1907, the 
trustees ceased paying her the income. 

Held, that according to section 2 of the Deceased Wife's Sister's 
Marriage Act, the lady's interest in the testator's estate had not 
determined. 


Herbert Whitfield, by his will, made in 1902, gave all his real and 
personal estate to trustees upon trust to pay the income arising there- 
from to his widow for life *‘if she shall so long remain my widow,”’ 
with certain gifts over. In the year 1904 the widow went through the 
form of marriage with the widower of a deceased sister, but as such 
a marriage was then invalid, the trustees regarded her as still being 
the widow of the testator, and continued to make her payments of 
income. In 1907 the Deceased Wife’s Sister's Marriage Act made the 
marriage valid, and the trustees refused to make any further paymenu 
of income; thereupon this summons was taken out for a declaration 
that the lady's interest, being an interest existing at the time when the 
Act came into force, was not prejudicially affected by the Act. 

Parker, J., said that at the time when the lady went through the 
form of marriage with the widower of her deceased sister, 
such a marriage was invalid according to the civil and ecclesiastical law 
then existing. She did not therefore cease to be the testator’s widow, 
and the trustees continued to pay her the income arising from the 
testator’s estate. Upon the passing of the Deceased Wife's Sister's 
Marriage Act, 1907, the lady became legally married to her deceased 
sister’s widower, and the question then arose as to whether the trustees 
could continue to pay her the income. Section 2 of the Act provided 
that ‘‘no right, title, estate or interest, whether in possession or 
expectancy, and whether vested or contingent at the time of the passing 
of this Act existing in . . . respect of . . property . « . 
shall be prejudicially affected, nor shall any will be deemed to be 
revoked by reason of any marriage heretofore contracted . . . being 
made valid by this Act.’’ It was to be observed that the words were 
very wide, and were not expressly confined to the rights of the so-called 
husband and wife, but were wide enough to include the rights of third 
parties. In his lordship’s opinion the legislature had intended to make 
valid a marriage which had been previously invalid, but had no inten- 
tion of interfering with any rights of property which depended upon 
the marriage not being a valid one. In the present case the lady had 
at the date of the Act an estate for her widowhood, and the section 
provided that this estate should not be prejudicially affected, although 
the marriage had been made valid. His lordship therefore held that 
the lady was still entitled to the income.—Counsen, A. Underhill; W. L. 
Richards; J. Austen-Cartmell. Soricrrors, Maude & Tunnicliffe, for 
Dallow & Dallow, Wolverhampton; Wainwright & Co., for B.D, 
Feibusch, Wolverhampton; 17. A. Sima, for Rhodes & Son, Wolver- 


hampton. 
[Reported by F. Briges, Barrister-at-Law.] 


. *. +] 
High Court—King’s Bench 
. . . 
Division. 
ASTELL ». BARRETT. Div. Court. 20th and 23rd Jan, 

Exection Law—Paruiamentary Reoistration ArreaL—EVipENCcE 

PrRiMA Facr&e Proor OF GROUND OF OBJECTION—EVIDENCE IN 

Support OF CLAIM—LEGAL ADMISSInILITY—RiGHT OF APPEAL 

FROM BARRISTER. 

Where prima-facie proof of objection had been given to the name of a 

erson be ing re tained on the occupation list, on the ground that he was a 
a and not an inhabitant occupier, a revising barrister admitted the 
evidence of a canvasser employed by the town clerk, who, reading from 
his notes, deposed that the landlady of the premises had totd him that 
the rooms os the voter resided were let to him unfurnished ; that he 
had separate amd exclusive occupation of them, and that she performed no 
services whatsoever for him, and exercised no control over the premises. 
Neither the landiady nor the voter were present ; but a party registration 
agent stated that he had authority to appear for the voter. On the 
cridence admitted, the barrister decided that the case came within the 
decision of Kent v. Fittall No. 1 (1906, 1 K. B. 60), and that the prima 
facie proof of the ground of objection was rebutted, and he retained the 
name of the voter on the lit. 
Held (1) that as it was clear the barrister could not have purported to 
admit this evidence as being legally admissible, and as his decision was 
one of law, or of mized fact and law, an appeal lay to the High Court, 
notwithstanding section 65 of the Parliamentary HRegistration Act, 1843. 
(2) That when a ground of objection has been prima facie established, 
evidence put forward in support of the claim must be legally admissible. 
Accordingly, as the evidence admitted was not legally admissible, but 
mere hearsay, the appeal would be allowed, and the name of the voter 
struck off the list. 


This was a case stated by a revising barrister, in which it was stated 
that the name of Alfred Bennett (herein called the voter) appeared on 
the Occupation List in respect of his occupation of a dwelling-house at 
20, Wakefield-street. The notice of objection alleged that the voter had 
not occupied the qualifying premises as owner or tenant for twelve 
months immediately preceding the 15th of July, that he had not for: 
twelve months immediately preceding the 15th of July been the inhabi- 





income thereof to his widow for life or until she should re-marry. The 


tant occupier of the said dwelling-house, and that within such period he . 
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had been a lodger ; that his apartments were not occupied by him free | note, upon which he acknowledged the receipt of 1, 500 rupees at interest 
of any control of the landlord, and were not separately rated or rateable | at 2 per cent. per month, ‘‘ which I promise to pay on demand for value 
as for an occ upier. It was admitted that the house in which the voter’s | received in cash ; money payable at Poona, Bombay, or elsewhere.’’ The 
rooms were situate was an ordinary dwelling-house ; =; the landlady | plaintiffs sue for that amount, and for interest at 2 per cent. per month, 
resided in the house, and paid rates for the whole house. “I [the revising | giving credit for 650 rupees, which they said they had received on the 
barrister] then held that prima facie proof of the objection had been | 25th of December, 1909. The defendant, Lieut. Temple, raises two 
given so as to satisfy the Registration Act, 1878, s. 28, sub-sections 10 points: First, he says that the receipt of the 650 rupees prevents the 
and 11. The voter was not present, but a party registration agent was | plaintiffs from bringing this action, and he says that for this reason. It 
im court, and stated that he had authority to appear for him. The appears that the lieutenant, having got into these moneylenders’ hands, 
agent did not produce either the voter or his landlady to give evidence | did what he might well have done before, he went and told his father, 
to rebut the objection, but relied on the evidence offered by the town and the plaintiffs applied to the father for payment. As a result, Sir 
clerk. In order to ascertain the facts, I proceeded to examine the person Richard Temple's solicitors wrote to the plaintiffs, offering them 1,500 
employed by the town clerk. He was one of a staff of official canvassers rupees in full settlement. The moneylenders answered that two sums 
whose duty it was to call at the several houses and obtain from the _ were owing—the one on a promissory note, and the other on a bond. 
resident landlord, or some other person competent to give it, all necessary | They said, ‘‘ We shall be glad if you will let us know the amount for 
information as to the terms of the occupation of the respective inmates. | which Sir Richard is prepared to settle this debt due from his son.”’ In 
The canvasser produced his canvass book containing his notes made at | answer to that, the solicitors wrote saying they understood that only 
the actual time of each inquiry, and, reading therefrom, deposed that he | 500 rupees had been paid to the lieutenant on the note, and that they 
had been expressly informed by the landlady of the house in question | were instructed to pay the plaintiffs 500 rupees in respect of principal, 
that the premises occupied by the voter were let to him unfurnished ; | and 150 rupees in respect of interest, —- together 650 rupees, and 
that he had separate and exclusive occupation ; that she performed no they added ;: ‘‘ We enclose draft by the National Bank of India on the 
services whatsoever for him, and exercised no control over the premises. | Bank of Bombay, Poona, in your favour for this amount, and shall be 
On this evidence, which was uncontradicted, I decided that the case | glad to receive the promissory note in exchange.”’ The plaintiffs cashed 
came within the decision of Aent v. Fittall (1906, 1 K. B. 60), and that the draft, and applied for the balance; the solicitors replied that they 
the prima facie evidence was rebutted, and retained the name of the | sent the money in full settlement. The plaintiffs said that they did not 
voter on the list of voters. I overruled these contentions, and I further | accept the money in full settlement. They gave the lieutenant credit 
held that the effect of the aforesaid evidence was to establish a matter | for what had been sent, and they now sued him for the balance. If 
of fact only, and I was of opinion that the circumstances of the case | these proceedings had taken place between the son, Lieutenant Temple, 
brought it within the decision of Storey vy. Bermondsey (1910, 1 K. B. | and the plaintiffs, it is clear that there would be no answer to the claim 
203).”” | of the plaintiffs for the balance. See Duy v. McZLeca (1889, 22 Q. B. D. 
Lord Atvensrony, C.J., and Hamivron, J., having given judgment to 610). The money would not have been received in settlement, but merely 
the effect stated in the head-note. credited to the debtor. That is the effect of Day v. McLea (ubi supra). 
; ; ; The learned counsel for the defendant says that this case is different, 
Avory, J., gave the following judgment : The Court of Appeal has — pecause in this case the sum was sent by a third party ; but I think he is 
laid down two propositions in relation to this matter. First, they have | jy this difficulty: Sir Richard Temple, in sending the money, did so, 
said that if it appears, on the facts as stated in this case, that if the either on behalf of his son, or as a stranger to him, in whic +h case his 
revising barrister has misdirected himself in law, the court will reverse payment cannot affect the matter. ‘The learned counsel cites the case of 
his decision. That appears from the case of Kent v. Fittall No. 1, Welby v. Drake (1825, 1 Carr & Payne, 557). The facts in that case 
(supra, at p. 69) where the late Lord Collins said : ‘* If we had before us | spew ‘that there was an agreement between the plaintiff and the defen 
all the evidence upon which the barrister has arrived at his conclusion a8 | gant’s father. In this case I have found, as a fact, that there was no 
to the control of the landlord, the matter might have been different. It | , reement between Sir Richard Temple and the plaintiffs. lf Sir 
might have been possible to say that the conclusion could only have been | Richard I emple sent his cheque to the plaintiffs as the agent of his son 
arrived at by misdirection on a matter of law, but on the case before US | then the case is covered by the decision in Day v. McLea (supra) ; if not, 
there is nothing to show this.’’ Also the Court of Appeal has decided | },), sending of the cheque can be no answer to this action against his son. 
that evidence in support of a claim when a ground of objection has been | 1; gir Richard Temple chooses to sue for the return of his money, he 
prima facie established, must be evidence legally admissible. That was | yay recover it. but I am unable to see how that can be put forward 
decided in Storey v. Bermondsey (1910, 1 K. B. 203). This court has | |. "the son, who did not send them the money. I am unable to give 
decided that there must be evidence that the landlord has relinquished effect to the defendant’s contentions, either on the ground that there 
his right of control, and that the mere fact that he has not exercised | was here accord and satisfaction, or on the contention put forward in 
it is no evidence that his right has been relinquished. Now, section 65 | > ther vague language that. it is against the principles of common honesty 
of the Parliamentary Registration Act, 1843, provides that there shall be | i).¢ the "Dp laintiffs should say there was no agreement between Sir 
19 appeal from a revising barrister on a question of fact, and no appeal) Riehard Temple and thems selves. It has been agreed by counsel on both 
from him as to the admissibility of evidence. Applying this test, 1 am ides that the decisions in this court prevent “me from exercising the 
unable to discover that this was a question of fact, and I am unable to powers given by the Moneylenders Act, as this was a foreign contract 
find any explicit statement that this evidence which was admitted was | Counsel for the defendant has said that it is contrary to the general 
admitted as being legally admissible. What the barrister said was :| principles of English law administered in our courts to enforce foreign 
‘I take the view that the evidence of the canvasser, being obtained in agreements which violate their ideas of morality, all I can say is that 
the course of his employment by the town clerk, is admissible. there is nothing very immoral in a man who wants money very badly 
decline to believe that any revising barrister could take the view that being willing to pay a larger rate of interest to obtain a loan. There 
such evidence as this was legally admissible. Further, I do not find in | appears, therefore, to be no ground whatever for interfering with the 
the case any explicit finding by the revising barrister that the landlady | ,jount of interest claimed on the ground that the rate is a high one 
had relinquished her right of control. In paragraph 7 of the case the | j7 jndeed, under the circumstances, it is a high one. The result, there 
barrister says that on this evidence, which was uncontradicted, he fore, is that there must be judgment for the plaintiffs. —Counsen, for 
decided that the case came within the decision in Kent v. Fittall (1906, | yh, plaintiffs, Cecil Walsh; for the defendant, James. Soricrrors, 
1 K. B. 60). The finding of fact in that case was very different. It is Rising & Ravenscroft; Ramsden & Co. 
to be found in the judgment of Lord Collins at p. 68 : ‘‘ It is found also | ; 
in the broadest terms that the man had the exclusive PE thee of his 
room, and that the landlord had not, by agreement or otherwise, any 
right to interfere with, or exercise control over, the room, or the user 
of it."’ So that in that case there was an express finding of fact that * ’ 
the landlord there had no right of control over the room or its user. | Solicitors Cases 
There was no such finding of fact in this case.—Counssx for the appel 
lant, Daldy; for the respondent, G. W. Ricketls. Soticrrons, Bull & | Re HALL-WRIGHT. C.A. No. 1. 30th Jan. 
Bull; Davenport, Cunliffe, & Blake. 





(Reported by C. G. Monan, Barrister-at-Law.] 


Appeal from order of Divisional Court fer uspension of solicitor from 
{Reported by C. G. Moray, Barrister-at Law.] practice allowed. 

This was an appeal by Mr. James ges is Ellington Hall-Wright, of 
PUNAMCHAND SHRICHAND & CO. ». TEMPLE. Scrutton, f. | Birmingham, solicitor, from an order of the Divisional Court (Lord 


Alverstone, C.J., and Lawrance and Darling, JJ.), made on the 26th of 
| July, 1910, directing that he should be suspended from practice for two 
Accorp anp Satisraction—Creprtor Paw Lessen Sum sy Turan | years (see 52 Soricrrors’ Journal, p. 723). 

Party IN SETTLEMENT OF ")eBT—SumM PLaceD TO ACcoUNT AND ACTION Tue Court having taken time to consider, delivered judgment allow- 

Broveutr Acainst Desptor—LuaBitirty. the appeal, Buckley, L.J., dissenting. 

hy = 3 AUGHAN Wittiams, L.J., said he had come to the conclusion that the 

order directing that the appellant should be suspended from practice 
for two years must be set "aap Meee A ced 7 poe oad e we to — in 

rd 4 lance. | this case was that the appellant should pay the costs of the Law Society 
eee id fer as ne ger OP to recover. | throughout the J iy pny» up to this appeal and certain other costs, but 

; ; | that there should be no costs of this appeal. 

This was an action to recover £86 17s. 4d. on a promissory note. The Bucxtey, L.J., was of opinion that the appeal should be dismissed. 
| 


13th Jan. 


7’. owed P. a sum of money on a promissory note. T.’s father sent 
P. a less sum in full settlement. P. kept the sum sent, but stated that | 
he did so on account only, and applied for the balance. P. subsequently 


facts and arguments appear from the judgment of Kennepy, L.J., agreed with Lord Justice Vanghan Williams —The 
Sernvrrox, J who said In this case the plaintiffs, an Indian | Solicitor in person. Covunser for the Law Soc icty, Z'yrell Paine. 


fitm of moueylenders, sued Lieutenant R. D. Temple upon a promissory | Souscrron, 8. 2’. B. Bucknill.—Time 
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Societies. 


The Law Society. 
SPECIAL GENERAL MEETING. 


A special general meeting of the Law Society was held on Friday, the 
Zith ult., at the Society’s Hall, Chancery-lane, the President, Mr. 
Henry James Jonnson (London), occupying the chair. Among those 
present were Mr. James Samuel Beale, Mr. Thomas William Bischoff, 
Mr. John James Dumville Botterell, Mr. Cecil Allen Coward, Sir Home- 


Lone Vacation : Lecar Arp Soctertes. 


Mr. Forp said that recently there had been held the annual meeting 
of the bar, which was presided over by the Attorney-General. Two 
points of interest, particularly to the members of the society, had been 
mentioned, and if the President would permit him, he should like to 
ask a question with regard to them, more especially in view of the fact 
that the meeting was held after the time for giving notices of questions 
and motions for the present meeting had expired. One of these was a 
motion by Sir Edward Clarke, with reference to the long vacation. 
Could the Council give the members of the society information as to 
what their future action with regard to the long vacation was likely to 


| be upon that. Another point he would like to refer to was the statement 


wood Crawford, Mr. Weeden Dawes, Mr. Robert William Dibdin, Mr. | 


Robert Ellett (Cirencester), Mr. Walter Henry Foster, Mr. Samuel Gar- 


rett, Mr. Herbert Gibson, Mr. Charles Goddard, the Hon. Robert Henry 


Lyttelton, Mr. Charles Henry Morton (Liverpool), Mr. William Worship 


Paine, Mr. Arthur Copson Peake (Leeds), Mr. Thomas Rawle, Sir | 


Albert Kaye Rollit, LL.D., D.C.L., Litt.D., Mr. William Arthur Sharpe, 
Mr. Walter Trower, Mr. William Melmoth Walters, Mr. Robert Mills 
Welsford, Mr. Arthur Wightman (Sheffield), and William Howard 
Winterbotham (members of the Council), Mr. Arthur Joseph Clarke 
(High Wycombe) and Mr. Charles Elton Longmore (Hertford) (extra 
ordinary Members), and Mr. 8. P. B. Bucknill (Secretary) and Mr. E. R. 
Cook (Assistant Secretary). 


Kino Epwarp VII. Memortat. 


Mr. CHartes Forn (London) asked, in accordance with notice, 
“Whether the Council will consider the desirability of inviting the 
members of the profession to subscribe, say, a thousand guineas or some 
other suitable sum, to the fund being raised for providing a memorial to 
His late Majesty King Edward VII., or whether, in the alternative, the 
Council will increase out of the funds of the society the subscription of 
one hundred guineas already voted by thre Council for such memorial? ”’ 

The Prestpent : The Council wish me to point out that it is open to 
members of the society who desire to contribute to the King Edward 
VII. memorial fund to forward their contributions to the Lord Mayor 
of London direct, and also that many of them may prefer to subscribe, 
or may be called upon to subscribe, to some one of the funds which are 
being raised locally in the various districts in which they reside outside 
London. That being so, the Council do not propose to invite contribu- 
tions from the members of the society to a common fund. With 
reference to the other part of the question, the Council do not propose 
te increase the contribution of £105, which they have already forwarded 
to the Lord Mayor, out of the funds of the society. 


EpvucaTion GRANTS. 


Mr. Forp also asked, in accordance with notice, ‘‘ In what cases have 
the Council during the past five years refused to make education grants ; 
and upon what basis is the total grant at present limited to £2,150?” 

Mr. Water Trower (chairman of the Finance Committee) replied 
that he was very glad to say that there had been only one case in which 
there had been a refusal of a grant. That was in the case of Blackburn. 
They put forward a scheme in 1909 which was not properly developed, 
and it was thought, and truly thought, he believed, that it was better 
not to multiply small centres, and that Blackburn ought to make a 
working arrangement with Manchester. With regard to the rest of the 
question, a grant was made after consideration of the number of students 
in the various centres, the number who attended the school, the income 
of the centre, the result of the teaching, and the expenditure on the 
teaching with regard to each centre and each student. The Council had 
had elaborate statistics presented to them, and grants were considered 
every year, and the basis on which each was made was the information 
so supplied ; and also, of course, having regard to the question of the 
society's finances. (Mr. Forp: ‘‘ Hear.’’) And he would like to take 
this opportunity of saying that the Council were extremely anxious to 
du all they could to promote the interests of the students, not only in 
town, but in every part of the country, and with that view they made 
these grants to the great centres. The centres in question were :— 
Birmingham, Bristol, Liverpool, Manchester, Newcastle-on-Tyne, Not- 
tingham, Sheffield, Penzance, and Swansea. Swansea was about to be 
converted into a board of jegal studies for the whole of Wales, and would 
get an increased grant, as would the Yorkshire Board of Legal Studies, 











which now included Sheffield. The policy of the Council was that these | 


great centres should be in close communication with the legal school 
here, and its admirable principal, Mr. Jenks, who was in close com- 
munication with them ; and, so far as possible, he (Mr. Trower) thought 
it desirable that it should be known that through the society a thorough 
and complete system of legal education could be obtained either in 
ndon or at these centres at a very small cost, and, that that had been 
what the Council had been working for for some years. With regard to 
other students who could not reach this system of centres, a system of 
education was provided by correspondence classes, so as to get, if 
possible, at the students who could not secure any other means of legal 
education, and who could not attach themselves to the great centres. In 
this connection, it would not be unadvisable to tell the members the sum 
which education and examination cost the society last year. According 
to the accounts the cost of examination and education here and in the 
country was between £14,000 and £15,000. But what he particularly 
desired was that the members of the society should know how complete 
and careful was the system of education that was provided for all 
students, especially within the great centres he had mentioned. 


which was made with regard to legal aid societies. This was a matter 
in which he (Mr. Ford) took no interest personally, but in the profession 
were many young men who were considerably affected. He would be 


| glad to know whether the Council intended to take any action. The 


matter probably concerned the solicitor branch of the profession more 
than it did the bar. 

The Prestpent: [ think the members will agree that the question 
should be answered, and I shal! be pleased to answer it; but there must 
not be any discussion with regard to it, because no notice has been given 
to the Council in accordance with the by-laws of the society. As to the 
legal aid societies, the Council are in general conference with the bar 
with regard to the matter in order to see whether any and what con 
certed action can be taken, and we are at present in the position that 
this Council is waiting for a communication from the General Council of 
the Bar. It is a difficult subject, as you know. As regards the other 
question, the long vacation, as to saying what the action of the Council 
will be 

Mr. Forp : Are you considering it? 

The Presipent : No, we are not considering it now. I do not think 
that circumstances have changed since the subject was last considered 
by the society in the hal) here, and at provincial meetings, and by the 
Council at its sittings. But 1 donot think that there is any alteration 
in the position of affairs. Do you know of anything? 

Mr. Forp: No, but I think the Council should take some action in 
forwarding what Sir Edward Clarke proposed. 

The Presipent : The result of Sir Edward Clarke’s motion was not 
calculated to forward the matter very much, was it? 

Mr. Forp said he was very much obliged to the president, and pro- 
posed a vote of thanks to him for his conduct in the chair, which was 
carried, and the proceedings terminated. 





Cardiff Law Society. 


The annual general meeting of the Incorporated Law Society for 
Cardiff and District was held at the Law Library, Cardiff, on Thursday, 
26th January, 1911, Mr. C. R. Watpron (president) occupying the 
chair. 

A resolution was passed expressing the deep regret of the society at 
the death of Mr. T. H. Stephens, the senior solicitor in the city. 

The treasurer’s accounts having been received and passed, the com- 
mittee’s annual report was presented. The report alluded to the eatis- 
factory fact that three articled clerks to members of the society had 
obtained honours at the final examinations in 1910. The society’s prize 
was awarded to Mr. T. J. Leonard (articled to Mr. Harry Cousins), 
who had obtained the highest marks. 

It was also stated a Board of Legal Education for Wales had now 
been formed, under the auspjces of the Law Society of the United 
Kingdom, supported by the Welsh Provincial Law Societies, and the 
first meeting would be held in London on the 3rd of February. Messrs. 
A. C. Macintosh and Lewis Morgan had been appointed representatives 
of this society upon the board. The report having been adopted, the 
election of officers for the ensuing year was then proceeded with. Mr. 
A. C. Macintosh was appointed president and Mr. Ivor Vachell vice 
president, and Messrs. C. R. Waldron, Arthur Ingledew, Barlow and 
Hall were added to the committee. Mr. C. E. Dovey was re-elected 
auditor. 

On the motion of Mr. Walter Scott, it was resolved that the Law 
Society of the United Kingdom should be invited to hold the annual 
provincial meeting of 1912 at Cardiff. 

Votes of thanks to the retiring president, the honorary treasurer (Mr. 
W. Bradley), and the honorary secretary (Mr. Walter Scott) concluded 
the meeting. 


The following are extracts from the twenty-fifth annual report of the 
committee :— 

The Progress of the Society.—In issuing the twenty-fifth annual 
report, the committee desire to congratulate the society upon the com- 
pletion of the first quarter of a century of its existence. The society 
was incorporated on the 20th of March, 1886, and of the seven members 
who then signed the memorandum of association all but one are still 
active members of the seciety. The exception is the late Mr. G. F. 
Hill, who was the actual founder of the society, and held the position 
of honorary secretary from the date of incorporation until his lamented 
death in 1904. At the first general meeting of the society it was re- 
ported that the number of members wae eighty-three. At the last 
annual meeting, in January, 1910, the number was 146. Since the last 
date one member has died, two have resigned in consequence of their 
decision to go to the bar, and three others have resigned on leaving 


| Cardiff or for other reasons. Thirteen new members have been 
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admitted, and the number of members is now 153, being an increase of 
seven, 


The New County Court Judge.—The appointment of Mr. 8. Hill 
ao to the vacancy on the County Court Bench occasioned by the 
death of the late Judge Owen has given much satisfaction to the pro- 
fession. His honour , a Hill Kelly was welcomed at his first sitting 
at Cardiff by the president on behalf of this society, and a large number 
of the members were present on the occasion. 


The Welsh Legal Education Scheme.—The Welsh Legal Education 
Scheme has now received the approval of all the Welsh provincial law 
societies, and the Law Society is convening the first meeting of the 
hoard. The committee have appointed Messrs. A. C. Macintosh and 
Lewis Morgan as the two representatives of this society upon the board. 

The Finance Act, 1910.—The Finance Act, 1910, was carefully con- 
sidered by the committee, and an able report upon the sections relating 
to land taxes, prepared by Mr. C. St. D. Spencer, was adopted by the 
committee and circulated among the members, and, it is hoped, has 
heen found useful. 

The Annual Provinciel Meeting of the Law Society.—A proposal will 
he submitted to the annual meeting with the object of having an annual 
provincial meeting of the Law Society, held at Cardiff in the year 1912 
Many members of the society have felt that it is due to the city of 


Cardiff that one of these useful and interesting gatherings should take | 


place here. 


United Law Society. 


A joint debate with the Union Society of London wae held at the | 


Inner Temple Lecture Hall, on the 30th ult. Mr, 
(U.S.L.) moved: ‘ That 
tendency to confer judicial powers on Government officials.”” Mr. A. 


Stone Hurst (U.S.L.) opposed, The motion was carried by nine votes. 


Forder Lampard 








Law Students’ Journal. 
Calls to the Bar. 


The following gentlemen were called to the bar last week :— 


LINCOLN’s-Inn.—H. W. Fiddes (Certificate of Honour C.L.E., Hilary, 
1911); H. P. Dastur (Certificate of Honour C.L.E., Hilary, 1911); 


A. J. Stanley Hamilton, St. John’s College, Cambridge, B.A., LL.B. ; | 


T. A. Drysdale, J.P.; H. A. Hollond, Trinity College, Cambridge, 
M.A.; W. P. G. Boxall, jun., Emmanuel College, Cambridge, B.A. ; 
O. N. Chadwyck Healey, Trinity College, Oxford, B.A.; W. R. 
Brandt, King’s College, Cambridge; W. M. P. Thit; I. I. 
V. R. M. Gattie, Worcester College, Oxford, B.A.; M. K. Azad; 8. D. 
Kitchlew, Peterhouse, Cambridge, B.A.; N. Chand, B.A. (Honours), 
Worcester College, Oxford, and B.A., Punjaub University; G. J. P 
Rid way Licencié en Droit (Caen); 8. C. Mitra; M. R. N. Aiyangar; 
M. Po-han; J. L. Lalvani; M. L. Lalvani; P. 8S. Shahani: E. A. 
Tilley; G. K. Narayan, Madras University, B.A. ; C. Cotton, 
Wadham College, Oxford, M.A. 


Inner Tempte.—R. J. Sutcliffe (Certificate of Honour, Hilary, 1911) ; 


W. J. Braithwaite, Oxford; A. V. Brown, B.A., Oxford; B. Jung; 


H. C. Webb, B.A., Cambridge ; C. G. Ridley, B.A., Oxford; A. Mains, 
B.A., Oxford ; H. R. Pigeon, Cambridge ; F. H. Mugliston, B.A., Cam 
bridge; K. W. Elmslie, B.A., Cambridge; F. H. McCormick-Goodhart, 
B.A., Oxford; H. J. Spratt, M.A., Cambridge; H. M. T. Channell, 
B.A., Cambridge; A. E. G. Hulton, B.A., Oxford; I. Stewart, B.A., 
Oxford; R. H. Lindsey-Renton, B.A., Oxford; T. C. A. Hislop, Cam- 
bridge; J. H. Thorpe, B.A., Oxford; C. Romer, M.A., Cambridge ; 
J. E. Y. Radcliffe, M.A., Oxford; C. B. Fenwick, B.A., Oxford; G. K 
Ewing; J. W. Scott; S. J. Shapoorjee; and R. S. Bilimoria, M.A., 
LL.B., Bombay. 


Mippie Tempce.—D. Wiltshire, B.A., Madras (Certificate of Honour 
C.L.E., Michaelmas Term, 1910); E. O. Barnard, B.A., London (Certi- 
ficeate of Honour C.L.E., Trinity, 1910); K. J. Rustomji (Certificate 
of Honour C.L.E., Hilary, 1911); Mya Bu; H. W. L. Hacker, B.A., 
Cambridge; E. M. Lee, B.A., Oxford; W. R. Howard; H. Dulley; 
C. W. Welman, M.A., Oxford; Ba Thit; A. F. Stephen, B.A., LL.B., | 
Cambridge, B.A. Cape; Syed Abdul Aziz; Syed Zair Hussain; J. F. 
Geunings; D. O. Riviere; Chit Hla; A. H. Wadia, M.A., Bombay 
University; Y. G. Gokhale; Ba On; F. H. Bodoano; A. Cohn; and 
W. G. Blakiston. 


Gray’s-1nn.—D. P. Arseculeratne, Colombo; Sirdar Nihal Singh, 
B.A., Peterhouse, Cambridge; E. Llewellin Jones, B.A., Peterhouse, 
Cambridge; Mark Stone, Exhibitioner, Merton College, Oxford; G. J. 
Ierani; J. J. Mifsud; Shankar Lal; J. Godding, M.R.C.S.Eng., 
L.R.C.P.Lond., Deputy Coroner, Eastern Division, County of London; | 
Sheikh Mukhtar Ahmed; W. H. Eastgate; L. H. Kenny, Clerk in the | 
Education Department, London County Council; Wee Swee Teow; | 
H. Smith, M.P.; J. M. Mason, M.D. oy 2 D.P.H., Cambridge | 
University, Consulting Medical Officer to the Dominion of New | 
Zealand; and John Discombe, Assistant Registrar of the Supreme | 
Court, Gibraltar, 


this house disapproves of the increasing | 


| directo 


Law Students’ Social Union, England and Wales, 


The January Examination Dinner, organized by the above society, 
was held on the 20th ult., at Simpson’s Restaurant, Strand, W.C., 
when a very enjoyable evening was spent. Among those present were 
Messrs. H. Harby (chairman), R. F. Mattingley, 8S. Crawford, 8. D, 
Copp, W. 8. Jones, T. Lockwood, H. M. Bowden, A. W. Jamison, 
Atherton Powis, J. F. Chadwick, C. F. King, F. 8. Boxall, D. C 
Moore. 


Law Students’ Societies. 


Law Srupents’ Desatine Sociery.—Jan. 31.—Chairman, Mr. G. B. 
Willis.—The subject for debate was : ‘‘ That the military requirements 
of this country necessitate the adoption of compulsory eervice.’’ Mr, 
G. R. Morriss opened in the affirmative; Mr. Meeke opened in the 
negative. The following members continued the debate :—Messrs. 
Meyer, Krauss, Varley, Dollar, T. B. Jones, Shrimpton, King, Thorp, 
turgis, Parry, Handley, and W. 8. Jones. The motion was carried by 
one vote, 


Obituary. 
Mr. W. N. Lawson. 


Mr. William Norton Lawson, barrister-at-law, died last week in his 
eighty-first year. He was educated at King’s College, London, and 
Trinity College, Cambridge, and in 1854 was twenty-sixth wrangler. He 
was called to the bar in 1856, and obtained a considerable practice, 
particularly in patent and trade mark cases. He was the author of a 
treatise on this subject, which attained much success. In 1869 he was 
appointed Recorder of Richmond, Yorkshire. He retired from the bar 
ten or eleven years ago, and had subsequently lived at Eastbourne. 








Legal News. 
Appointments. 


Mr. Ricnarp Davin Mur, Barrister-at-Law, has been appointed 
Recorder of Colchester. 


Mr. Antony Micnart Cort, M.A., B.C.L., Barrister-at-Law (At. 
torney-General of Gibraltar), has been appointed Chief Justice of 
Jamaica. 





Kazi; | 


General. 


M. Busson Billault, the Batonnier of the French Order of Avocats of 
the Court of Appeal of Paris, was a guest at the Grand Day dinner, both 
at the Middle a. and Lincoln’s Inn. 

The Lord Chief Justice, the Lord Mayor, and the President of the 
Law Society have accepted invitations to dine with the Master (Sir 

| Homewood Crawford) and the Court of the City of London Solicitors 
Company, at Salters’ Hall, on Monday, the 6th of March. 


It will be remembered, says the American Case and Comment, that H. 
Rider Haggard, in one of his stories, has the will of a shipwrecked man 
of wealth tattooed upon the shoulders of a companion, and represents 
| the unique testament as having been admitted to probate in the court 
in England. This flight of the imagination has since been justified by 
the action of a miser, named Monecke, who died in Mexico. His 
relations were unwilling that his body should be buried, as he had 
tattooed his will over his chest with some red pigment, instead of using 
| pen and ink. The court directed that this remarkable ‘‘ human docu- 
ment ’’ should be transcribed, and the copy duly attested in the presence 
of witnesses. This was done, and the court gave effect to its provisions. 


Judge Scanlan, presiding over a criminal court in Chicago, has, says 


} 
| 


| the American Case and Comment, invented a new method of assigning 


lawyers to defend persons arraigned before him who have no money 
with which to retain counsel of their own choosing. Hitherto it has 


| been the custom to assign to their defence inexperienced barristers of 
| little practice. 


“The young lawyers,’ as one Chicago newspaper puts 
it, ‘‘ got the experience, while their clients usually got an indeterminate 


| sentence to Joliet."’ Judge Scanlan’s idea appears to be that no lawyer, 
| however prominent or bu 


sy, should be exempt from the necessity of 
devoting his talents to the > Prem of destitute persons ; and the plan he 
has adopted in making assignments is to take the Chicago lawyers 
, open it at random, and select the name of the first prominent 
ives ie notices. On his first trial of this method he named four of 
the best-known practitioners in the city to give their time and legal 
attainments to the defence of indigent clients. We assume that the 
lawyers so chosen will accept their assignments good-naturedly, and 
render their unexpected clients the best service of which they are 
capable. A year or two ago certain eminent lawyers in New York set an 
excellent example by volunteering for appointments to such cases, but 
such examples are very rare, 
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The Judicial Committee, which resumed its sittings on Wednesday, 
says a writer in the Globe, has twenty-two appeals in its list. As usual, 
India supplies more than half the number; the Indian cases number 
twelve, and the Colonial cases ten. Canada, apart from India, is the 

rtion of the King’s dominions beyond the seas in which litigants are 
most enterprising. Of the ten Colonial appeals, five are from 
Canada, three from New South Wales, and two from _ the 
Cape. Our Colonial kinsmen who come to Downing-street as 
litigants have nowadays no reason to complain of the law’s delays. All 
the ten appeals in the Judicial Committee’s list, with the exception of 
one, have been set down for hearing during the present month. In the | 
House of Lords—where the judicial sittings have already begun—the | 
Law Lords have a list of twenty-one appeals. Fifteen are from the | 
English courts, and six from the Scottish. Ireland, where the decline 
of litigation is a source of deepening sorrow to the members of the Irish 
bar, contributes not a single case to the list. 


The President of the United States, in his message, recommends to 
Congress the passage of the Bill now pending for the increase in the 
salaries of the federal judges, by which the Chief Justice of the Supreme 
Court shall receive $17,500 and the associate justices $17,000 ; the circuit 
judges constituting the Circuit Court of Appeals shall receive $10,000, 
and the district judges $9,000. These judges, he says, exercise a wide 
jurisdiction, and their duties require of them a profound knowledge of 
the law, great ability in the dispatch of business, and care and delicacy 
in the exercise of their jurisdiction, so as to avoid conflict, whenever | 
possible, between the federal and the state courts. The positions they 
occupy ought to be filled by men who have shown the greatest ability | 
in their professional work at the bar, and it is the poorest economy 
possible for the government to pay salaries so low for judicial service as 
not be able to command the best talent of the legal profession in every 
part of the country. The cost of living is such, especially in the large 
cities, that even the salaries fixed in the proposed Bill will enable the 
incumbents to accumulate little, if anything, to support their families 
after their death. Nothing is so important to the preservation of our 
country and its beloved institutions as the maintenance of the inde- | 
pendence of the judiciary, and next to the life tenure and adequate | 
salary is the most material contribution to the maintenance of indepen | 

| 








dence on the part of our judges. 





Royat Navat Cottece, Ossorne.—For information relating to the 
entry of Cadets, Parents and Guardians should write for ‘‘ How to 
Become a Naval Officer ’’ (with an introduction by Admiral the Hon. 
Sir E. R. Fremantle, G.C.B., C.M.G.), containing an illustrated 
description of life at the Royal Naval Colleges at Osborne and Dart- 
mouth.—Gieve, Matthews, & Seagrove, 65, South Molton-street, Brook- 
street, London, W. [Apvr.] 


The Property Mart. 
Forthcoming Auction Sales. 


Feb, *.—Meserr. ‘Mivart & Co., at the Mart, at 2: Leasehold Residence, Frce'.old 
Shops, &c. (see advertirement, back page, this weok). 

Feb. 14.—Mesers. Wearmreatt & Geeen, at the Mart, at 2: Freehold Griund-rent 
(see advertisement, back pege. this week). 

Feb. 21.—Mesers. Hamprow & Sons, at the Mart: Houses, Flate, Leasehold Flat 
and Sbop Properties, &c. (see advertisement, page v, Jan 28). 

Mar. 1\—Meesrs. Epwiw Fox, Bovarteip, Burwsirs, & Bappegrey, at the Mart, at 2: 
Freehold Residential and Building Properties (see advertisement, back page, this week). 
Mar. 6.—Mesers. Jowns, Lawe & Co.,at the Mart. at 2: Freehold Properties, Ground- 
rents, &c. (see advertisement, back page, this week). 

rs, Farsproraer, Evts, Eorrtros, Besacn & Co,, at the Mart: Freehold | 


Residential Estate (see advertisement, back page, Dec. 17). 
Result of Sale. 


Revessions anv Lire Povictes. 

Messrs, H. EB. Foster & Crawrrecp held their usual F htly Sale (No. 924) of the | 
shove-ramed interests, at the Mart, Tokenhouse-vyard, E.C., on Thursday last, whea 
o following Lots were sold at the prices named, the total amount realized being 

875 :— 

REVERSION to One-rixth of £636 perannum ... ooo . Bold £270 
ABSOLUTE REVERSION to £692 ... ose one o » _ £200 
Fully-paid POLICIES for £1,152 “ae ont ve ©=$21,405 














Court Papers. 


Supreme Court of Judicature. 


Rota ov Reaisteaas is ATTENDANCE OF 
Dat Emusuncevoy Arrzau Covat Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
are. Rota. No. 2. Joroz. Swisvex Eapy 


Monday, Feb. 6 Mr Beal Mr — Mr } + cma Mr Leach 


y Greswell ynge Borrer 
Wednesday ...... 8 Goldschmidt Greswell Church Bea! 
Thursday ........ ynge Goldschmidt Theed Greswell 
Priday ........... . 10 Church Synge Bloxam Goldschmidt 
Saturday ......... ll Theed Church Farmer Synge 
Date Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
ones Wanrniserox. NEVILLE. Parkes. VE. 


Mr Greswell Mr Church 
Goldschmidt Theed Leach 


8 Bloxam Borrer 
Church Farmer Bea! 

Theed Leach Greswell! 
Goldschmidt 








Blozam Borrer 
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Winding-up Notices. 
London Gazette.—Fatpay, Jan. 27. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES, 


Limirep ts OmancesY. 


Amtsrap Reaper Poawtarions asp Extares, Ltp—Petn for winding up, presented 
Jan 20, dire: ted to be heard Feb 7. Swann & Co, Cannon st. Notice of appearing 
must reach the above-named not later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of Feb 6 

Cots & Co, Lrp—Petn for winding up, presented Jan 25, directed to be heard at the 
Shire Hall, Bedford, Feb 9, at 1!. Farr, Bedford, solor for petner. Notice of 
appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon 
of Feb 8 

Comsouiparep Gotp Treer, Lro—Petn for winding up, presented Jan 24, directed to 
be heard Feb 7. Gilasrier, Eesex st, Strand, solor for the petner Notice of anpearing 
must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of Feb 6 

Cospproox Co, Lrp—Petn for windirg ur, presented Jan 23, directed to be heard at 
the Court House, Qaay st, Manchester, at 10. Walker & Co, West Manchester, solors 
for the petners. Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not later than 
5 o'clock in the afternoon of Feb 6 


Dusxt sys’, Lrp— Peto for winding up, presented Jan 24, direct*d to be heard Feb 7. | 


Davis, Birmingham, solor for the petners, Notic»s of appearing must reach 
the above-named not later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of Feb 6 

Hittow Ssatrow & Co, Lip—Petn for the winding up, presented Jan 23, directed to 
be heard Mar 2, atthe Coort. Encombe pl, Salford. Notice of appearing must reach 
the above named not later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of Mar 1 

Liuanertwor Cottizey Co, Lr p—Oreditors are required, on or before Mar 1, to send 
their names and acdresses, and the particu'ara of their debts and claims, to Clare 
Smith, Exchange chmbrs, Bristol 

Meerenxs Parewra, Lto—Oredicors are required, on or before Feb 24, to send their 
names and addres-es, and the particulars of their debt« or claims, to Leslie George 
Me!bourn, 2, Coleman st. Smith & Co, John st, Bedford row, solora for the] quidator 

Pexrecr Fester axp Avromatic Loom Co, Ltp—Creditors are required, on or before 
Feb 13, to send t? eir names and a jireeses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, 
to Harold Stuart Ferguson, 6, Princess st. Manchester, |iqaidator 

Resesex awp On Frvance Cosroasrton, Lrr—Petn for winding up, presented Jan 23, 
direcd to be heard Feb 7 Worrell & Son, Coleman st, solors for petners. 
Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o'clock in the 
afvernoon of Feb 6 

T. J. Axpensow, Leo (1x Liqgurparion)—Creditors are required, on or before Apri! 10, 
to send their names and addresses, and the particu’ara of debts or claims, to 
Robert Wemyss Brown, Dumter House, Muncing in, liquidator 


London Garett TUESDAY, Jan. 31. 
JOINT B8TOCK COMPANIES. 
Limitep im Caancuny. 


Aorecr Lawn axp Fisance Company or Averratsa, Lrp (ts Votunwrany Ligvrpa- 
Tiow)—Creditors are required, on or before May 1, to send their names and addresses, 
and the particulars of their debts or claims, to David Johnstone Smith, 25, Bishops- 
gate, liquidator 

Crawent Guewteree & Son, Lep—Petn fer winding up, presented Jan 28, directed to 
be heard at the Town Hall, Queen's rd, Hastings, Feb 20, at 12. Rawlinson & Son, 
New Broad et, solors for the petners. Notice of appearing must reach the above- 
named not later than 6 o’clo« t in the afternoon of Feb 19 

Datmy Evenrs, Co, Lep—Petn for winding up, presented Jan 28, directed to 
be heard Feb 14. Woolmer, Temple chmbrs, solor for the petner. Notice of appear 
ing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of Feb 13 

E. 8. Peaxtys, Lro—Petn for winding up, presented Jan 12, directed to be heard 
Feb % Thomas, Cardiff, solor for the retners, for Wrentmore & Bon, Bedford row. 
Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the 
afternoon of Feb 8 


Hovis Geusoy Acrncr, Leo—Creditors are required, on or before Mar 7, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their delts or claims, to 
8. Lingard, 22, Booth st, Manchester, liquidavor 


Hvutwac Corran Mixes, Lrp-Petn for winding up, presented Jaen 28, directed to be 


London Gazette,—Tuxspar, Jan. 24, 


Practica Coragsroxpence Cotizeee (1908), Lro. 
** Eeverraw Darty Post,” Leo. 
| Gas awp Water Arrciances, Lp. 
| J. B. Boacemoxsr, Lev. 
| Tuomas Paray & Son, Lro. 
Buackxroot Concessions, Lrp. 
Hamueesurtn Sxarrsa Revx, Lav (Reconstruction). 
| Norra-Wesr Lawe Co, Lrv. 
Baevex. Dorie & Co, Ltp (Reconstruction). 
| Cuzwtos Gotp Mixes, Lrp. 
| Appeeter Braassrouspey Co, Lp. 
Batata ano Resser Corporation, Lrp. 
| Beapce’s Apveatreine Acoency, Lrp. 
| Sxetcuy Brrs, Lap. 
Tecxesos, Lrv. 


London Gazetts:.—Fripay, Jan. 27. 


F.F.T. Sywprcare, Lrp. 

Srearrs ov Mewar Steamsurr Co, Lrv. 
Feettw'o@ Granite Co, Lrv. 

Kwteaton Juncriow Back Co, Lrp, 

New Avaican Inpvusrat.s. Lrp. 
Dayctxsvorp Prorarerary Synpicare, Lap. 
| “v.G.” Syworcarte, Lro. 

| Srewcer, Saxvto & Co, Lro. 

| Noawoop Co-opgrators, Ltp. 

Lessa River Txa Co, Lrp (Reconstruction) 
Faexca Mintxa Syypicars, Lrp. 

Par & Co, Lev, 

Cavewpise Hatt Ameetcix Rotter Sxarine Risx Co (Kerenuzy), Lop. 
Danrtet Repier & Co, Lro. 

H. Laneew & Sow, Lrov. 

Meproat Ayimat Serom Iwsrrrvrs, Lro. 
J.V. Peawrarrons, Lrp. 

Lowpow Sureaagpizine Co, Lrp. 

Weeteaw Sueeanpizcwe Co, Lrp. 
Suerrisup Saexarpiztve Co, Lro. 
Bieuineuam Saseagpizixe Co, Lrp. 


London Gasette.—Tumspar, Jan. 31. 


Wesreaw Assoctatioy, Lro, 

Crry Discount Co, Lrp, 

Mro-Oxtsnt Sysoprcate, Lro. 

Misctse Lane Tea Union, Lrp. 
Peresnoroven Motor Bus Co, Lrp, 
Mowreomeky Motor Co, Lrp. 

Mexress Parents, Leo. 

Curcuzsrer ano Disratct Bict Postixa anp Apvertistne Co, Lrp. 
Ksiouar & Hitt, Lrv. 

Hawcey Sarina Rixn« Co, Lrp. 

Works Consrevcrion Co, Lrp. 

Romans Batcn Co, Lro, 

New Lameera (Suamva) Sywprcare, Lp. 
Wanine & Gritow, Lev. 

Borattack Mixes, Lrp (Reconstruction). 
Cugsrer Sxatine Rixx Co, Leo. 
Bremineuam Sxartvo Rinx Co, Lev. 
Overy Wisx & Co (Lonpon Acancr), Lrp, 


Creditors’ Notices. 


Under Estates in Chancery. 


Last Day or Cram. 


London Gazette,—Futpay, Jan. 27. 





heard Feb !4. Sanderson & Co, Queen Victoria st, solors to the petoers. Notice of 
apoearing must reach the above-named not later than € o'clock in the afternoon of 
Feb 13 

New Lauorra (Saauva)Syxorcare, Lro—Creditors are required, on or before Mar 15. 
to send their names and addresses, acd the particalars of their debts or claims, to 
H. H. Simmons, 6, Old Jewry, liquidator 

Sourmera Ganace, Lrpo—Petn for winding.up, presented Jan 19, directed to be heard 
before the court at St. Thomas st, Portemouth, Feb 9. King & Franckeias, 
Portemouth, solors for the petner. Notice of appearing must reach the above- 
named not later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of Feb 8. 

Wrersaw Assoctation, Lro (1 Liqurpation)—Creditors are required, on or before 
Feb 15, to send their names aud addresses, and the particulars of their debts cr 
claims, to Frae.,;W. Pixley, 58, Coleman st, liquidator, 


Resolutions for Winding-up Voluntarily. 


London Gasette,—Faivay Jan. 20, 


Cotostat Mamogasy Surerive Co, Lap, 
Pewxera Iwerttore, Leo. 
Weerwoop Mamwok Coat axp laow Co, Lrv. 
Batrisa Liqurp Are Co, Lro. 

N.B, Inveerueers, Leo. 
Roweer Srance & Co, Lrv. 
Joun Wrieut & Co. or Buewos Avans, Lev, 
Banvr Srwpicars, Lev, 
Pexpersis Co, Leo 
Drees Sywprcate, Lrp. 
Wate Tisriate ayy Merat. Stamrine Co, Lrv. (Reconstruction). 
Cox & Aumerezone, Lrv. 
Kattaxo Syeprcais, Lap. 
Oxwreaat Moron Car sawp Canntusce Works, Lro, 
CaAMBERWELL Sxkatine Riyx, Lev, 
Soura Lowpon Sxatine Riwx, Lip 
Ustrep Domixtons Insunance Co, Lrp. 
Cou-stat Ratteway Cows aversion Uo, Leo, 
Usivesstry Maeazine Commirtes, Lrp. 
Putav Oostw Sywpicare, Lro. 
Tas Apane Byywpicats, Lro. 
‘Pessters” Rotter Sxate Co, Lrp 








Atney, Evwarp, Birmingham, Builder Feb 27 Finney v Airey, Wariington, J 
Pritchard, Birmingham 

Gamer, Howser Buepsrr, Lincoln March1 Fisk vy Gamble, Warrington, J Larken, 
Lincoln 

Repwoxer, Waurer, Elsham rd, Kensington March 3 Glass v Page-Henderson and 
Others, Parker, J Large, Cannon st 

Taauue, Purtir, Moseley, Worcester, Licensed Victualler Feb 24 Eatherington v 
Wall, Warrington, J Buller, Birmingham 


London Gasette.—Toxsvar, Jan, 31. 


Grover, Cuantas, Wells at, Jermyn st, Licensed Victualler March 1 Orimmen and 
Another v Glover, Warrington, J Marchant, Devereux ct, Strand 

Tuomas, Jonw Owes, Llandudno March 3 Bartley vy Thomas, Warrington, J Johnson, 
Liandadno 


-_—- 


Under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 


Last Day or Ciarm. 
London Gazette.—Farpar, Jan, 27. 
BALL, Joskpu, Northampton, Antique Dealer Feb 25 Douglas, Northampton 
BARKATT, WILLIAM BAKER, Clifford st, New Bond st, Tailor Feb 28 Downer & John- 
son, Union ct, Old Broad st 
BELFIELD, CHARLES WooLiscrortT, Bristol March1 Atchleys, Bristol 
BROOK, CHARLES, West Bridgford, Nottingham, Woollen Merchant Feb 28 Woodward, 
No! tingham . 
BRowN, WILLIAM, Leander rd, Brixton Feb 27 Pettiver & Pearkes, College hil! 
Buck, RicHarD Henry, 8t James gdns, Haverstock Hill March 31 Winter « Plew 
man, Basingball st : 
BURLINGHAM, THOMAS, Ringstead, Norfolk, Farmer Feb 25 Ward, King’s Lynn 
CHAPLIN, CLIFFORD WATERMAN, Leicester Feb 28 Kingsford & Co, Essex st, Strand 
CLARK, SMITH, Kavensthorpe, Dewsbury, York, Licensed Victualler March 14 Gled- 
hil), Dewsbury 
COBPOLD, CMRISTIAN CHEVALLIER, Cathcart rd, S Kensington, Solicitor Feb27 Jones 
New ct. Lincoln's inn 
COLROoM, AGNES ELIzABeTu, Alwyn av, Chiswick March 15 Mole & Co, Reigate 
Day, SARAH ELIZABETH, Worcester March1 Lord & Parker, Worcester 
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ENSTONE, Josere, Tolworth, Surbiton, Surrey Feb 27 Sherwood & Co, Essex st, 
Stran 


FALLEN, oe GEORGE, Kingston on Thames Feb 27 Sherwood & Co, Essex st. 
Stra 

FRANCIS, MARIANNE, Soham, Cambridge Feb 10 Bendall & Sons, Newmarket 

GARDNER, Emma FRANCES, Harringay Feb25 Hepworth & Co, South pl, Finsbury 

Goops, WALTER BENJAMIN, Boroughbridge, York, Merchant Feb 28 Lawden, John 
st, Bedford row 

GRENSIDE, ELIZABETH, Cheltenham Feb 23 Grenside, Wimbledon 

HALL, RoBert, Old Hill st, Stamford Hill March 10 Ede!l & Co, King st. Cheapside 

HAMILTON, GEORGE FREVERICK, Kingston, Surrey Feb 27 Sherwood & Co, Kingston 
on Thames 

HARDY, EDWARD LE® CARTERET PRICE, Catford Feb28 Bridgman & Co, College hill 

Baapy. EDWARD BERKELEY, Catford Feb23 Bridgman & Co, College hill 

Hewitt, Mary EMMA, Earistown. Lancaster Feb 26 Davies & Co, Warrington 

1aH4M, Sir THOMAS, Clifton, Bristol March 11 Greenwell & Co, Berners st 

oon, THOMAS, Teeds, Manager Feb 23 Denison, Leeds 

Hopson, Joseru, Netherfield, Nottingham March 4 Hind & Godfrey, Nottingham 

HoGGARD, JOHN, Plaistow, Essex Feb 23 Keene & Co, Seething In 

HotmpeN, SARAH ANN. Hove Marché Pearless & Co East (rinstea!l 

Hvupsons, Harry Movet. London wall, Flannel Manufacturer Feb 27 Griffith & 
Gardiner, St Swithin’s In 

HomBer, THOMAS, Kingston on Thames Feb 27 Sherwood & Co, Essex s*, Strand 

Irvine, WILLIAM, Carlisle Blacksmith Feb11 Saul & Lightfoot, Carlisle 

Jesse, ELLINOR MARGARET CROCHL*Y, Dorchester Feb25 Harrison & Co, Wakefield 

Jouysow, SARAH ANN, Barclay rd, Walham Green Mar4 Coward & Co, Mincing lo 

LoaM, ELIZABETH ANN, Portsmouth Feb25 Wood & Robinson, Portsmouth 

LuckHuurst, ANN CAROLINE, Chiswick Feb25 Martin, Gravesend 

LyTuaeok, ELLEN, East Tranmere, Chester Feh13 Ayrton & Co, Liverpool 

MACRENZIE, Sir Gro®kGE SUTHERLAND, KCMG, CB, Cadogan sq May 1 
Holman, Great Winchester st 

MARTIN, EDWARD PRITCHARD, Abergavenny March 11 James & Co, Merthyr Tydfil 

Moore, James TOWNEND, Ainsdale, nr Southport, Wine Merchant 
Liverpool 

MvLier, AYNI®, Lee, Kent March 15 Savery & Stevens, Fen ct, Fenchurch st 

Parne, ANN,Gravesend Feb 25 Martin, Gravesend 

PAINE, FRANCES Gravesend Feb 25 Martin, Gravesend 

PENNINGTON, ELLEN, Warburton, Chester Feb°?S Welford, Manchester 


Lyne & 


PENNINGTON, Rev JOHN JAMES HORATIO SErTimus, Lee, Kent Feb28 Milne & Milne, 


Clement's inn 
Pye, SUSANNA, Liverpool Feb 21 Pemberton, Liverpool 
Rospinson, MARY, Rusholme, Manchester Feb 23 Rogerson & Sutcliffe, Manchester 
Row, Ropert, Harewood pl, Hanover sq Feb 28 Jones & Co, Liverpool 
Rvucnwon, MARY JANE St Leonards on Sea ¥eb 28 Goddard, Clement's inn, Strand 
BawreR, FrepERICK, Bristol March 14 Meade-King & Co, Bristol 


Snort. FREDERICK, Buenos Aires, Argentine Republic Feb28 Ellis & Co, College hill | 


Needham & Co, Bloomsbury sq 


SiLveR, HENRY, Prince's edns, Middlesex Feb 28 
Mowll & Mowll, Ashford, 


SiuMOoNS, MARY JANE, Mersham, Kent, Grocer March 4 


Feb 17 Kelly & Co, 





RYLANDS, EDWARD GLAZEBROOK 


Kent 
SMITH, ALICE MAUD Mary, Frizinghall, Bradford Feb28 F G & H E Smith, Brad- | 


‘or 

SuyTu, the Hon Mrs SELINA CoNnSTANCE, Albert ct, Kensington Gore F.b 21 Dawson 
& Co, New sq, Lincoln's inn 

SNELL, MARIA, East Molesey, Surrey Feb 23 Hongood & Dowsons, Spring gdns 

Spratr, URTAH, Southport, Provision Merchant Feb 28 Russell. Manchester 

STAFFORD, PAMELA ALIce, Patney Feb 28 Tylee & Co, Essex st, Strand 

Trarp, ELIZA, Sutton, Surrey Mar10 Geary, Verulam bigs 





Lo 
Pet Jan 25 Ord Jan 25 
Meaxiy. Luxe. Heaviley, 
Stockport Pet Jan 23 
Mityer, Kereex Hewery, 
Agent 
Normay, 


Bankruptcy Notices. | 
London Gazette.—Faipay, Jan. 27. 


RECEIVING ORDERS. cnaiw Wines. 

Arxins, James, Leicester, Builder Leicester Pet Jan 23 
Ord Jan 23 

Basxer, Gronoe Vacextine Biewxkuoarx, Roundhay, nr 
Leeds, Electrical Engineer York Pet Jan 2 Ond 
Jan 25 

Bowp, Samvet, Ashton on Mersey, Chester, Grocer Man- 
chester Pet Jan 25 Ord Jan 25 

Core. Thomas Burios, Ilford, Essex 
Dec 16 Ord Jan 24 

Coutixes, Joux Cuaries, Plymouth, Veterinary Swgecn 
Plymouth Pet Jan 25 Ord Jan 2% 

Coorza, Jouw Moxnam, Salisbury, Plumber 
Pet Jan 24 Ord Jan 24 

Curratt, Farperick Witttam, Stone, Stafford, Baker 
Stafford Pet Jan25 Ord Jan 25 

Davis, Jonw Lawis, Cefn Coed-y-Cymmer, Brecknock, 
Colliery Ripper Merthyr Tydfil Pet Jan 24 Ord 
Jan 24 


Dee.ey, Wiitiam, Harrogate, Ladies’ Tailor York Pet 


Solicitor High Court 


Jan 24 Ord Jan 24 


High Court Pet 


Salisbury Pet Jan 25 Ord Jan 25 
Pet Jan24 Ord Jan 24 


Pet Jan25 Ord Jan 25 


Jan 24 Ord Jan 24 
Davey, Wastes, + York, Builder Sheffield Pe ay 
Jan 25 Ord Jan 9 5 
Duxrorp, Sauvet, Frome, Somerset, Furniture Dealer Jan 38 Ord Jan 28 


Frome Pet Jan 25 Ord Jan 25 we 
Dussztt, Taomas Easest, Chichester, Corn Merchant's Dec 8 Ord Jan 28 
Manager Brighton Pet Jan 24 Ord Jan24 
Haze.onove, Ropeat Haney, Iikeston, Derby, Fish Shop 
Proprietor Derby PetJan25 Ord Jan 25 Jan 24 
Hicks, Jons Wii114m, Miles Platting, Manchester, Green- 
grocer Manchester PetJan11 Ord Jan 23 
Horrox, Haray, and Ricnarp Laxcexsenc, Wellington, 
Salop, Caster Shrewsbury Pet Jan 16 Ord Jan 23 
Ives, Haxwan Exvizanets, Barking rd, Canning Town, 
Mineral Water Manufacturer High Court Pet Jan 25 


Ord Jan 24 
Pet Janll Ord Jan 25 


Ord Jan 2 : | 1, Berr st, Leicester 
Joxzs, Tuomas, Winterton, nr Bridgend, Labourer Cardiff 
Pet Jan 23 Ord Jan 23 at 


Ke.iomp, James Hexny, Dartmouth, Grocer Plymouth | Wells 


Pet Jan2 Ord Jan 25 | 
Kise, Witusam, Doncaster, Licensed Victualler Sheffield 
Pet Jan 23 Ord Jan 23 
Lavy, Hexsert James, Bishopegate, Timber Merchant 11.15 
High Court PetJan 24 Ord Jan 24 


Lavoocx, Hexxy, Bradford, Fish Merchant Bradford | Cove, Tuomas Buetow, Liord, Essex 
} Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 


Pet Jan 16 Urd Jan 25 


Lecortt Arena. Nottingham Nottingham Pet Jan 21 | Coorrn, Joux Moxuam, Salisbury, Wilts, Plumber Feb 


Ord J 





xo, Arruun Witttam, Poole, Dorset, Diaper 


Stockport, Provision Dealer 

Ord Jan 23 

Goldsmith st, Manufacturers’ 

High Court Pet Jan 23 Ord Jan 24 

Old Keut rd, Baker 
Court Pet Nov 30 Ord Jan 2% 

Owers, Sanurt Feraycis, 


Parr, Ronert, sen. Wisbech, Cambridge King’s Lynn Pet 

Pictnrarp, Rosert Ricnarp, Rhbiwlas, Lianddeiniolen, 
Farmer Bangor Pet Jan 23 Ord Jan 23 

Ricrarps, Mixyte, Brighton Brighton Pet Nov 19 
Jan 2 

Ricuarpsox, Mary Aww, Ingrow, Keighley Manchester 
Pet Dec 23 Ord Jan 23 

8urrox, Axx, Frodsham, Chester, Laundress Wariington 

Tate, Wirt1am James, Whitwell, Derby, Baker Sheffield 

Tayror, Fraxx Wavrer, Claydon, Suffolk, Grocer Ipswich 

Towirsson, Wattrer, Oakworth, or 
Bradford Pet Jan 23 Ord Jan 23 

Warp, Cac, MontaGue, Stepney High Court Pet Nov 
2 

Warp, Jouy, Ollerton, Nottingham, (irocer Sheffield 


Wartsox, Hanotp Burarss, Mount st High Court Pet 


Youre, Cuantzs, Salvington, Sussex, Builder Brighton 


FIRST MEETINGS. 
ATKINs, ee Leicester, Builder Feb 4 at 12 Off Rec, 


Baraaarte, Tuomas, Goudhurst, Kent, Farm Bailiff Feb 6 
11.30 The Bridge Hotel, Broadway, Tunbridge 


Canna.t, Jou, Aigburth, Liverpool, Telegraphist Feb s 
atl Off Ree, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 

Cote, Bexsamix, Ton Pentre, Glam; Builder Feb 8 at 

St Catherine’s chmbrs, 8t Catherine st, Ponty 


7atl2 Off ‘Rec, City chmbrs, Catherine st, Salisbury 


St Martin’s rd, Stockwell, 
Pet May 4 Ord Jan 26 Mon 


TREE, MARTHA SARAH, Calstock, Cornwall Feb9 Rodd, East Stonehouse 
WALKER, AMELIA, Bolton Maril Haslam, Bolton 
WHITTLES, JANE, Milnrow, Lancaster Marl Brierley & Hudson, Rochdalo 
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Whittaker, Ansdell, Lytham 


BARNES, Henry, Lytham, Lancaster Marl 
Marl Lowndes & Son, George xt 


Booty, AMELIA JANE, Chiswick, Upholsterer 
Mansion House 

BURROW, ALFRED JAMES, Manchester, Ariificial Teeth Manufacturer Feb 28 Walker, 
Manchester 

CARR, Rev WALTER CHARLES, Alnwick, Northumberland Feb 25 Clayton & Gibson, 
Newcastle upon Tyne 

CARTMELL, WILLIAM, Little Marton, nr Blackpool Feb28 May, Blackpool 

CHIVERTON, EDMUND Stamshaw, Portsmouth, Gas Co's Main Surveyor March11 Blake 
& Co, Portsmouth 

CoWAN, GEORGE DELAMERE, College ct, Hammersmith Feb 15 Osmond, South sq 
Gray's inn 

Cox, ELLEN ELIZABETH, Nottingham March 10 Williams & Co, Nottingham 

DANIEL, JOHN, Hampstead, nr Ashburton, Canterbury, New Zealand, Labourer March 
1 Hill 

EMERTON, ELLEN, Chester rd, Walthamstow March 1 Smith & Son, Gloucester 

Faoo, Freperick, Redhill,Surrey Mar6 Sherriff, Billiter st 

FRAMPTON, MARION, Charing Cross Hotel, Strand, Chambermaid 
Bishopsgate 

GLASS, ALFRED, Melksham, Wilts Feb28 Smith, Melksham 

GLass. ANN, Melksham, Wilts Feb 28 Smith, Melksham 

HARDY, ERNEST, Sutton St James, Lincoln, Farmer Mar8 Mossop & Mossop, Long 
Sutton 

HARTLEY, JonN WILLIAM, Sutton Hall, or Keighley, Worsted Spinner Marl5 Water- 
worth & Son, Keighley 

HILDER. ELIZA, Seafors, Sussex Maris Filmer, Brighton 

HURST, MARIA, Stalybridge Mar 20) Innes, Manchester 

HvuTToON, Capt ALFKED, Jermynst Feb28 Batten & Co, Vic’ oria st 

JENKINS, WILLIAM, Beckenham, Kent Feb 28 Kye & Eyre, Golden st 

KNEEBONE, JoserH, Redruth, Cornwall Mar 6 Page & Grylis, Redruth 

Leo, JULIET SUSANNAH, Upper Norwood Mar381 Fooks & Co, Carey st 

Mason, GEORGE, Margery Park rd, Forest Gate febY%l1 Double & Sons, tore st 

MATTHEW, ANN BLIzaBetH, Paignton, Devon March 1 Kitsons & Co, Torquay 

MURPHY, MAR¥ ANN, New Brighton, Chester Feb 26 Watson & Atkinson, Liverpool 

MUSSELY, the Very Rev JOHN CANON, Blackburn Feb 2s Wilding & Co, Blackburn 

PRESTON, HENRY WILLIAM Spriaes, Oakington, Cambridge March 9 Bunnett, Cam 
bridge 

Pritt, Groner Asupy, Great George st 
flelds 

PuTTNAM, JAMES, Lausanne rd, Peckham, Yeast Merchant 


Victoria st 
et, Hyde Park 


Feb 14 Romain, 





March 14 Pennington & Son, Lincoln's inn 
Feb 28 Lee & Co, Queen 


Southwick Feb °8 Hockin & Co, 


Manchester 
TurNeR, Epwiy, Liandudno Feb2s Chamberlain & Johnson, Llandudno 
TURNER, MARY, Royton, Lancaster March s Morris, Chancery In 
Virgox, Hengy WILLIAM Aykes, Brixtonrd Feb<¢s Biddle & Co, Aldermanbury 
Waagox, ANNIB, Birchington on Sea, Kent March 1 Cartwright & Cunningham, 
Paternoster row 
WALKER, JosEerH, Kecles, Lancaster, Tea Dealer Feb °5 Thistletiiwaite & Brownsword 
Manchester 


Wise, MarTHA ANNE Watton, Tonbridge March 25 Harris, Tonbridge 


Deeiry, Witttam, Harrogate, York, Ladies’ Tailor Feb 
Zat3 Off Rec, The Red House, Duncombe pl, York 

Dopswoxtn, Joun Hexny Epwanv, Thornaby on Tees, 
York, Restaurant Keeper Feb 7 at 11.30 Off Rec, 
Court chmbrs, Albert rd, Middlesbrov gh 

Darwsox, James Rovewrsox, Penarth, Marine Engineer 

High Feb 4atli 117, St Mary st, Cardiff 

Evuunps, Tnouas Cuaries, Aberbargoed, Mon, Collier 
Feb 4 at 11 Off Rec, 144, Commercial st, Newport, 


Poole 


Evans, Tuomas Gairritus, Pentre, Lianfex han, Mont 
gomery, Farmer Feb 4at 1!.40 Wynnstay Arms Hotel, 
Oswestry 

Foraics, Joux, Wilden, Beds, Farmer Feb 6at12.15 Off 

Ord Re, The Parade, Northampton 

Haives, Joun Cuaries Suaw, Portsmouth, House Fur- 
nisher Febtat4 Off Rec, Cambridge junc, High st, 
Portsmouth 

Hapoxs, Watter, Farebam, Hants, Market Gardener Feb 
6 at 3 Off Rec, Cambridge junc, High st, Porte- 
mouth 

Hoxtos, Haray, and Ricnaap Laxornnenc, Wellington, 
Salop, Casters Feb 6 at 2.30 Uff Rec, 22, Swan hill, 
Shrewsbury 

Ives, Hannan Evizanern, Barking rd, Canning Town, 
Mineral Water Manufacturer Feb 7 at 12.30 Bank 
ruptey bldgs, Carey st 

Jones, Hexny, Amlwch, Anglesey, Licensed Victualler 

Pet Feb 6at12 Crypt chmbra, Eastgate row, Chester 

Lavy, Hessent James, Bishopegate, Timber Merchant 
Feb7at11 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

McGowax, Jony, jun, Rock se thester, Managing 
Director Feb 7 at 11 Off Ree, 35, Victoria at, Liver- 


Keighley, Farmer 


Witrams, Cuartes Hexey, Bishopston, Bristol, Baker — 
Bristol Pet Dec6 OrdJan 2% oe 
Wits, Danret, Gt Lever, Bolton, Builder Bolton Pet 


Max cusow, Lewis, Leeds. General Dealer Feb6at1l Off 
Ree, 24, Bond st, Leeds 

Mityer, Revpew Henny, Goldsmith st, Manufactwers’ 
Agent Feb6atl1 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Moun Tsreruens, Fareperick Groner, Folkestone, Tailor 

R Feb4at 9.15 Off Rec, 684, Castle st, Canterbury 

Nicxsox, Wiiiiam, jun, Runcorn, Cheshire, Builder Feb 

_ 4atil Off Rec, Byrom st. Manchester 

Normay, Evoar Maatin, Old Kent rd, Baker Feb7 at 12 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Ow exe. Samuet, Fraxcis, 8t Martins rd, Stockwell, 
Sulicitor Feb 7 atl Bankruptcy bidy-s, Carey st 

Kany, Samurt Seert, Bodmin Feb 4 at 4 Off Rec, 12 
Princes st, Truro i: 

Surrs, Joux, St Leonards on Sea, Chemist 
Off Rec. 12a, Mariborough pl, brighton 

Tomtinson, Wacter, Vakworth, nr Keighley, Farmer Feb 
4 at 11" Off Reo, 12, Duke st, Bradford 

Warp, Cecin Montague, Stepney Febsat3 Bank: 
bidgs, Carey st — ex 


Feb 4at 11.30 


Feb 6 at 12 
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Warsow, Hanotn Busarss, Mount st FebSatll Bank- | 


bldgs, Carey st 
Wane, Alouae Sypwey, Louth, Dealer in Wallpapers | 
Feb7atil Off Ree, St Mary's chmbra, Great Grimsby 


Wits, Dawiet, Great Lever, Bolton, Builder Feb 7 at 3 | 


19, Exchange st, Bolton 
Woop, Wirit1am Gonos, Coleshill, Warwick, Tailor Feb 


6 at 11.30 Ruskin chmbrs, 191, Corporation st, Bir- | 


i 
Waeent, Leowarp Puriirsox, Great Grimsby, Fish 
Merchan 


t Feb 4at 11 Off Rec, 8t. Mary’s chmbrs, | 


Great Grimsby 


ADJUDICATIONS. 

Asutow, J, Hazleville rd, Hornsey Rise, Piano Manufas- 
turer High Court Pet Dee 17 Ord Jan 24 

ATKINS qo, Leicester, Builder Leicester Pet Jan 23 
Ord Jan 23 

Boxp, Sanvet, Ashton on Mersey, Chester, Grocer Man 
chester Pet Jan 25 Ord Jan 25 

Cousines, Jonw Caantes, Plymouth, Veterinary Surgeon 
Piymouth Pet Jan 25 Ord Jan 25 


Conpy, Eunest Bayes, Kenley, Surrey Croydon Pet Dec | 


14 Ord Jan % : 
Coorzs, Jonw Moxnam, Salisbury, Wilts, Plumber Salis- 
bury Pet Jan24 Ord Jan 4 
Cunnatt, Faepertce Wriitiam, Stone, Staffs, Baker Staf- 
ford PetJan 25 Ord Jan 25 
Daviess, Jouw Lawis, Cefn Coed-y-Cymmer, Brecknock, 
Colliery Ripper Merthyr Tydfil Pet Jan 2% Ord 
Jan 24 
Desvey, Wittram, Harrogate, Yorks, Ladies’ Tailor York 
Pet Jan 2&4 Ord Jan 4 
Davay, Wits, Thorne, York, Builder Sheffield Pet 
Jan2% Ord Jan % 
Dosroap, Sauvet, Frome, Somerset, Furniture Dealer 
Frome Pet Jan 25 Ord Jan 25 
Dowsert, Tuomas Baweer, Chichester, Corn Merchant's 
« Brighton Pet Janv4 Ord Jan 24 
Fisues, yo ues Eouusp, Westbury, Wilts Frome Pet 
Out % Ord Jan 
Faowwetw, Istpon, Aldersgate st, Manufacturer's Agent 
High Court Pet Dec17 Ord Jan % 
Hazecoaove, Rossar Hanay, Likeston, Derby, Fish Shop 
Proprietor Derby Pet Jan 25 Ord Jan 2% 
Ives, Hawwan Exszaners, Barking rd, Canning Town, 
ineral Water Manufacturer High Court Pet Jan 26 
Ord Jan 2% 
Jacxsow, Gaonos Hamen, Fleet st, Publisher High Court 
Pet Sept 14 Ord Jan Ww 
Jouns, Jouw Ricnago, Bangor,Carnirvon,Grocer Bangor 
Jan 14 Ord Jan & 
Jounzs, Taomas, Winterton, nr Bridgend, Labourer Cardiff 
Pet Jan 238 Ord Jan 2% 
Ke.tonp, Jaues Hewny, Dartmouth, Devon, Grocer 
Plymouth Pet Jan 26 Ord Jan 25 
Kiwo, Wrettam, ramen, & Acensed Victualler Sheffield 
Pet Jan 2% Ord Jan 3 
Lavy, Heavent James, —- Timber Merchant 
High Court Pet Jan 24 rf Ja 4 
Lecortt, Atrna, Nottingham, Boarding House Keeper 
Nottingham Pet Jan 21 Ord Jan 21 
Leion, Atogat, Ilkeston, Derby Theatre Proprietor 
Derby Pet Nov 15 Ord Jan 23 
Lone, Aaraurn Witttam, Poole, Dorset, Draper Poole Pet 
Jan25 Ord Jan 2% 
Meaxis, Luxe, Heaviley, ‘Stockport, Provision Dealer 
Stockport Pet Jan 2% Ord Jan 23 
Mitage, Kevnew Hewny, Goldemith st, Manufacturer's 
Agent High Court Pet Jan 23 Ord Jan 23 
Pars, Ronear, seo, Wisbech, Cambridge King's Lynn 
Pet Jan 24 Ord Jan 24 
Pairtenarp, Roneat Ricuaap, Lianddeiniolen, Carnarvon, 
Farmer Bangor Pet Jan 23 Ord Jan 93 
Butros, Axx, Frodsham, Chester, Laundress Warrington 
Pet Jan 25 Ord Jan 25 
Tats, Witusamn James, Hodthorpe, Whitwell, Baker 
Sheffield Pet Jan24 Ord Jan 24 
Tavion, Frank Waren, Claydon, Suffolk, Grocer Ips 
wich Pet Jan 2 Ord Jan 25 
Tomtimson, Watrea, Oakworth, nor _neteiieg. 
Bradford Pet Jan 23 Ord Jan 2 
Warp, Joux, Ollerton, Nottinghass, Grocer, Sheffield 
Pet Jan 23 Ord Jan 23 
Wits, Danie, Great mn {Bolton, Builder 
Pet Jan 24 Ord Jan 2 
Youso, Cuanues, Salington, Sussex, Builder Brigh 
Pet Jan 11 Ord Jan 1 om 


Farmer 


Bolton 


Amended notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of Jan 17: 
Srevews, Wiit1a™ ALraep, Liamsamlet, Glam, Commission 
Agent Cardiff Pet Dec 21 Ord Jan 10 


London Gazette.—TUESDAY, Jan. 31. 


RECEIVING ORDERS. 

AIREY, JamEs, Lyminge, Kent Canterbury Pet Jan 28 
Ord Jan 28 

ASHFORD, WILLIAM GEORGE, Beaconsfield, Bucks, Tailor 
High Court Pet Jan 28 Ord Jan 28 

BASTIN, SIDNEY, Newbury, Builder Newbury Pet Jan 26 
Ord Jan 2% 

BENNETT, PERCY Hopiry, Deddington, Oxford, Builder 
Oxford Pet Jan 27 Ord Jan 27 

Brooks, LEONARD LLEWELLYN, Aberavon, Glam, School- 
master Neath Pet Jan27 Ord Jan 27 

CASTLE, FRANCIS Lewis, Lowestoft, Baker Great Yar- 
mouth Pet Jan 28 Ord Jan 28 

Davies, Joun, Maesteg, Glam, Newsazent Cardiff Pet 
Jan 28 Ord Jan 2 

EWART, CHARLES THEODORE, Woodford Bridge, Essex, 
Medical Attendant High Court Pet Oct 11 Ord 
Jan 20 

FISHER, MARGARET, Llandudno, Boarding House Keeper 
Bangor Pet Jan26 Ord Jan 26 

HEAL, ALBERT GORGE, Senghenydd, Glam, 
Pontypridd Pet Jan26 Ord Jan 26 

Heats and Co, Market Drayton, Salop, Refreshment 
Caterers Nantwich Pet Jan 16 Ord Jan 27 


Butcher 


Je ns, Joun Dupier, Cardiff, Tea Merchant Cardiff | 
—— | Dony, Josep Henry, Southrea, Hants, Manager Feb 8 


Pet Dec 14 Ord Jan % 
JENKINS, THOMAS CHARLES, Cardiff, Tea Merchant Car 
diff Pet Dec 14 Ord Jan 24 


Jones, GrifritH EpWwARD, Lianberis, Carnarvon, Tailor | 


Bangor Pet Jan 28 Ord Jan 2s 

Jones, WILLIAM, Holyhead, Labourer 
Jan 26 Ord Jan 26 

Jussor, Joun Ropert, Freiston, Lincs, Farmer Boston 
Pet Jan 2% Ord Jan 26 

KKIGHLEY, FRED, and JoHN CLIFFORD KEIGHLEY, and 
GEORGE ROBERT KROWN, Bradford, Yarn Merchants 
Bradford Pet Jan 24 Ord Jan 28 

Lee, JouN, Hersham, Walton on Thames, Builder Kings- 
ton, Surrey PetJan6 Ord Jan 26 

Norton, Escuo., Bournemouth, Builder Poole Pet Jan 
13 Ord Jan 27 

OAKLEY, Harry Jupp, Chancery In High Court Pet Oct 
18 Ord Jan 2% 

Owen, EVAN, Machynlleth, ey; Hotel Keeper 
Aberystwyth Pet Jan27 Ord Jan 27 

PAVITT, ELIZABETH, pihar-arag Essex Chelmsford Pet Jan 
27 «(Ord Jan 27 

PERKINS, JOSEPH, ene Electrical Engineer Ply- 
mouth Pet Jan27 Ord Jan 27 

RooeErs, Joseru, Leeds, Boot Maker Leeds Pet Jan 25 
Ord Jan 25 

ROUTLEDGE, GORGE, Stephen's gdps, Twickenham, 
Manager of Soap Works High Court Pet Nov 24 
Ord Jan 26 


Sims, DouGLAS, Stoke on Trent, Plumber Stoke upon | 


Trent Pet Jan ?8 Ord Jan 28 
STANTON, THOMAS HARTUP, Pembroke Dock, 
Pembroke Dock Pet Jan 27 Ord Jan 27 
SMITH, WALTER ARCHIE, Harborough rd, Streatham 
Clerk Wandsworth Pet Jan 26 Ord Jan 26 
TAYLOR, ALFRED, sen, Silverdale, Staffs. Grocer and 
Draper Hanley Pet Jan 26 Ord Jan 26 
THOMAS, ROBERT, Wisbech, Cambridge, Tailor 
Lynn Pet Jan 27 Ord Jan 27 

THOMAS, WILLIAM, Abercanaid, Me thyr a Collier 
Merthyr Tydfil Pet Jan 27 Ord Jan 2 

TURNBt LL, ELIZABETH, Fleetwood, Remmmten, Hotel 
Keeper Preston PetJan 27 Ord Jan 27 

WARD, EDWARD, Bradford, Telegraphist Bradford Pet 
Jani7 Ord Jan 28 


WELLS, FREDERICK JAMES, Hellington, Norfolk, News- 
agent Norwich Pet Jan 27 Ord Jan 27 


Grocer 


King's 





Bangor Pet 





| Norton, EscHoL, Charminster rd. Bournemouth, 


=—— Percy Ayscoven, Welland, Worcester Worces. 
Pet Dec 13 Ord Jan 24 


Amended notices substituted for those published in the 
London Gazette of Dec 30 and Jan 27: 


ours ERA, LELIO 8, and Isacco 8 SILVERA, onehorten, 
Shippers Manchester Pet Dec9 Ord Dec 2 


Hicks, Joun WILLIAM, Miles Platting, Sieethastes Man- 
chester PetJan11 Ord Jan23 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


ASHFORD, WILLIAM GorGE, Beaconsfield, Bucks, Ta'lor 
Feb 9 at 12 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 


BARKER, GEORGE VALENTINE BLENKHORN, Roundhay, 
nr Leeda, Electrical Engineer Feb 10 at 3 Off Rec, 
The Red House, Duncombe p!, York 


BOND, SAMUEL, Ashton on Mersey, Cherhire,Grocer Feb 
8 at 3.30 Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 


Buck, FRAncts, Sunny gdns, Hendon, Builder Feb § at 
12 14, Bedford row 

COLLINGS, JoHN CHARLES, Plymouth, Veterinary Surgeon 
Feb 13 at 3.30 7, Bockland ter, Plymouth 

CURRALL, FREDERICK WILLIAM, Stone, Stafford, Baker 
Feb 8 at 1130 Off Rec, King st, Newcastle, Staffs 

Davirs. Jonn Lewis, Cefn Coed y Cymmer, Brecknock, 
Colliery Ripper Feb ‘10 at 12 Off Rec, County 
Court, Town Hall, Merthyr Tydfil 


Drew, Jonn, Modbury, Devon, Pcnsioner Feb 10 at 3.45 
7. Buckland ter, Piymouth 

DuBFORD, SAMUEL, Frome, Somerset, Furniture Dealer 
Feb 8 at 11.45 Off Rec, 26, Baldwin st Bristol 


at3 Off Rec, Cambridge junc, High st, Portsmouth 

DUNNETT, THOMAS ERNEST, Chichester, Corn Merchant's 
at Brlgh Feb 9 at 10.30 Off Rec, 124, Mar!borough 
pl, Brighton 

Gruspey, Josrpn, Hazlegrove, Cheshire, Coal Dealer Feb 
Satll Off Rec, 6, Vernon st, Stockport 

H EAL, ALBERT GroRGE, Senghenydd, Glam, Rutcher Feb 
9 at 11.15 St Catherine's chmbrs, St Catherine st, 
Pontypridd 

Hicks, Joun WILLiaM, Miles Platting, Manchester Feb 
8at3 Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 

Jackson, WILLIAM JAm¥s, Cambridge, Coa! Merchant 
Feb 9 at 11.30 Off Rec, 5, Petty Cury, Cambridge 

Jessop, JonN Ropert, Freiston, Lincs, Farmer Feb 16 at 
12.15 Off Rec, 4 and 6, West st, Boston 

Jones, JoHN RICHARD, Bangor, Grocer Feb 10 at 2.30 
British Hotel, Bangor 

Jonxs, THOMAS, Waterton, nr Bridgend, Labourer Feb 8 
at3 117, 8t Mary st, Card 

KEIGHLEY, FRED, JOHN CLIFFORD KEIGHLEY, and GroRGE 
ROBERT BRowN. Bradford, Yarn Merchants Feb 10 
11 Off Rec, 12. Duke st, Bradford 

KELLOND, JAM¥S HENRY, Dartmeuth. Devon, Grocer Feb 
15 at 3.15 7, Buckland ter, Plymouth 

LAYCocK, HENRY, Rradford, Fish Merchant Feb 8 at li 
Off Rec, 12, Duke st, Bradford 

Les, JoHN, Walton on-Thames, Builder Feb 8 at 11.30 
132, York rd, Westminster Bridge rd 

LEGGETT, ALPHA, Nottingham, Boarding House Keepe 
Feb 8 at 11 Off Rec, 4, Castle pl, Park st, Nottingham 

LonG, ARTHUR WILLIAM, Poole, Dorset, Draper Feb 8 at 
2.30 100, High st, Poole 


| MEAKIN, LUKE, Heaviley, Stockport, Provision Dealer 


Feb 8at 11.30 Off Rec, 6, Vernon st, Stookport 


Builder 
Feb 8at3 100, High st, Poole 

OaKLeY, HARRY Jupp, Chancery In Feb 8 at 12 Bank- 
ruptcy bidgs, Carey st 


PLuMp, WILLIAM GeoRGR, Norwich, Builder Eeb&8at 12.30 ~ 


Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 

RICHARDS, MINNIB, Brighton Feb8 at 12 Off Rec 12a, 
Marlborough pl, Brighton 

RICHARDSON, MARY ANN, Ingrow. Keighley, York Feb9 
at 3.30 Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 


Roeers, JosEru, Leeds, Boot Maker Feb 8 at 11 Off 
Rec, 24, Bond st, Leeds 








THE LICENSES INSURANCE CORPORATION AND GUARANTEE 


MooRGarTEm 


FUND, LIMITED, 


ESTABLISHED in 1880. 


, aT 


m.O. 


EXCLUSIVE BUSINESS — LICENSED PROPERTY. 








dacliene a 


vrwarde o EUIALISTS IN ALL LICENSING MATTERS. 


Quarter Sessions have been conducted under the 
supervision of the Corporation. 





Suitabie Insurance Clauses 
on application. 





X | 


for inserting 19 Leases or Mortgages of Licensed Property, Settled by Counsel, will be sent 


AIR} 
ASH) 

1 
Bas! 
Brey 


Buc! 
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Twickenham, 


RovrLepeR, GEORGE, St Stephen's gins, 
Bankruptcy 


Manager of Soap Works Feb 8 at 1 
bidgs, Carey st 

gurrH, WALTER ARCHIE, Harborough rd, Streatham, Clerk 
FebSat12 132, York rd, Westminster Bridge rd 








SILVERA, LELIO S, and Isacoo S SILVERA, Manchester, 


Shippers Manchester Pet Dec 9 Ord Jan 27 

Sims, Doveias, Stoke on Trent, Plumber Stoke upon 
Trent Pet Jan 28 Ord Jan 23 

SMITH, WA!TER ARCHIE, Harborough ri, Streatham, 
Clerk Wandsworth Pet Jan 26 Ord Jan 26 




















TURNBULL, ELIZABETH, Fleetwood, Lancast r, Hotel Keeper 

Preston Pet Jan 27 Ord Jan 27 

TURNER, JOHN, Satton in Ashfield, Notts, Cluthier Not- 

tingham Pet Dec 20 Ord Jan 26 

WELLS, FREDERICK JAMES, Norwich, Newsagent Norwich 

Pet Jan 27 Ord Jan 27 

WILLIANS, CHARLES HENRY, Birhopston, Bristol, Baker 
Bristol Pet Dec6 Ord Jan 28 

Amended notice substitute 1 for that published in the 
London Gazette of Jan 20: 

MorG@aAN, SIDNEY CHARLFS. Christian Malford, 

Haulier Bath Pet Jan 18 Ord Jan 18 
ADJUDICATION ANNULLED, 

SP ARKS, Jos#pH HENRY, Landport, Hants, Pork Rutcher 

Portsmouth Adja: May 14,1910 Aunul Jan 24, 1911 


Wilts 











AW.—Solicitor(22) seeks first engagement ; 
4 highest references; salary by arrangemeont.— 
Cruevetanp Farmer, Eaglescliffe, Co, Du ham. 





= aes rene ee ee tt ee 





\ FREEHOLD GROUND-RENT for 
4 Bale, in large and emall lote ; weil secured and 
suitable for trasta and other funde.—Price and particu- 
lara, F. G, R., 36, Mount Pleasant-road, Ealing 





}reBEaoLD GROUND RENTS, Golders 
Green, on good class yearly reridenc 063 £120 per 

*nn am, to pay 4 per cent, ; can be civided.—E. H. 

Warrrmas, 12, on-terrace, St. John’s Wood, London. 





REQU [RED to Purchase (small) Freehold 

Grouna-renta, Keversious within 20 years; shop 
property preferred, not exceeding £1,000; weekly proper- 
ties not entertained. — Write ful particulars, Farp 
Oxrzmans, Heath Drive, Hampstead. 


REEVES & TURNER, 
LAW BOOKSELLERS AND PUBLISHERS. 


A Large Stock of Second-hand Reports and 
Text-books always on Sale. 


Libraries Valued or Purchased. 
3, Bream’s Buildings, Chancery Lane, E.C. 




















si N, N, Frodsham, 0 | : 
ter, ed nw wor hae Feb9at3 Off Rec 8 or Sunes. Swindon, Grocer Swindon Pet 
Man. TAYLOR, ALFRED, cen, Silverdale, Staffs, Grocer Feb 8 | . . A - ' -¢* 
> STANTON, THOMAS HARTUP, Pembroke Dock, Grocer 
at 12 Of Ree, King st, Newcastle, Staffs Pembroke Dock Pet Jan 27 urd Jan 27 
TaYLOR, FRANK WALTER, Claydon, Suffolk, Grocer Feb 16 | TAYLOR, ALFRED, sen, Silverdale, Staffs, Grocer Hanley 
at 12.30 Off Rec, 36, Princes st, Ipswich | Pet Jan 26 Ord Jan «6 
allor Tuomas, WILLIAM, Merthyr Tydfil, Collier Féb 1° at | THomAS, RopERT, Wisbech, Cambridge, Tailor King's 
12.15 Off Rec, County Court, Town Hall, Merthyr | Lynn Pet Jan 27 Ord Jan 27 
hay, Tydfil THOMAS, WILLIAM, Abercansid, Merthyr Tydfil, Collier 
Ree, Watts, SAMUEL, Modbury, Devon, Tailor Feb 10 at Merthyr Tydfil Pet Jan 27 Ord Jan 27 
3.30 7, Buckland ter, Plymouth — —— — 
Feb . 
Wirtey, JOHN Brearwey, Bradford, Rubber Manu- 
facturer Original Societe, Founded 1840, 
ide WILLIAMS, CHARLES HENRY. Bishopston, Bristol, Baker 
Feb 8 at 11.30 Uff Rec, 24, Baldwin st, Bristol 
me WILLIS, Percy Ayscoven, Welland, Worcester Feb 8 at T H E 
aher 11.30 Off Rec, 11, Copenhagen st, Worcester 
fis Joune, CHARLES, Salvington, Sussex, Builder Feb 8 at 
ock, 11.30 Off Rec, 12a, Marlborough pl, Brighton U 
inty 
ADJUDICATIONS. 
3.45 T 
Airey, JaMES, Lyminge, Kent Canterbury Pet Jan 28 8S OC | FE Y 
aler Ord Jan s 
ASHFORD, WILiiaM GrorGE, Beaconsfield, Bucks, Tailor ee ° 
eb 8 High Comt PetJan 28 Ord Jan 28 P ' Chancery, Probate (Administration), 
ith -_ : ’ 
Bastin, SIDNEY, Newbury, Builder Newt Pet J 
i nis, SipNav, Newbury, Builder Newbury Pet Jan/ Lunacy, Bankruptcy (Trustees, &c.), 
ugh BROOKS, LEONARD LLEWELLYN, Aberavon, Glam, Schoc!- Bonds issued at favourable Rates. 
master Neath Pet Jan27 Ord Jan 27 | 
Feb . . . 
Buck, FRANCIS, Sanny gdns, Hendon, Builder Barnet Office : 19, Birchin Lane, LONDON. 
Feb Pet Dec 31 Ord Jan 26 
} st, CasTLR, FRaNctis Lewis, Lowestoft, Baker Great Yar- ‘ ; 
. - 7 _” Just published, Second Edition, revised and large! 
Feb D ng sedan oa gg t Cardiff Pet ee ait 
AVIE OHN, Maes q am, Newsagen ‘fardi Pe . 
jan Ord Jan 2s THE LAW RELATING TO THE RECON- 
ant Fisher, M ARGARET, Llandudno, Boarding House Keeper STRUCTION AND AMALGAMATION OF 
Ba! an % Jan 26 
- 4 reneged yn — ~ ell siete lic aia JOINT STOCK COMPANIES TOCETHER 
y ‘ AN, ‘ " P| sedtore ot Jar 
eto alte Mt See 
.30 Goopson, GRoRGE, Maze pond, St Thomas st, London 7 ge Ww) ONCON,M.A.,Barrister-at-Law 
Bridge, Gas Burner Maker High Court Pet Dec 30 —_s F mitncng = | oy I Th: EC. 
bs Ord Jan 26 o RET AXWELL, Ltp.,3, Chancery Lane, Ww. Cc. 
Grice, bene Spexhall, Suffolk, Licensed Victualler 
Gk Gt Yarmouth Pet Jan 21 Ord Jan-26 
0 HEAL, ALBERT :GEORGE, Senghenydd, Glam, Butcher LLOWANCES MADE for the Old Edition 
. Pontypridd Pet Jan 26 ord Jan 26 . ecnt —— » on Rey ; p news fi 
el . . . . utes (5th complete); Prideaunx’s nvey- 
ger ha baby my ar 5 hme Manchester Man- ancing (19th ; Archbola’s Criminai Law 
7 chester Fet Jan d Jan 23 (23rd); Davideon’s Conveyancing (15th); 
HUNTER, ERN¥ST JoHN, Westbury upon Trym, nr Bristol Stone’s Justices’ Manual (4:01), in Part- 
30 Bristol Pet Oct 25 Ord Jan 27 payment for the New Editions. Address :— 
Jassor, Jou Rowan, Preston, Lines, Parmer oston| THE KELLY LAW-BOOK COMPANY, LTD., 
= RE T AN . 
m Jones, GRIFFITH EDWARD, Lianberis, “arnarvon, Tailor | 57, CAREY STREET, CHANCERY LANE, W.C 
at Bangor Pet Jan?8 Ord Jan 28 | 
| Jones, WILLIAM, Holyhead, Labourer Banger Pet Jan | LONDON GAZETTE (published by suthority) and 
er 2 Ord Jan 26 LONDON and COUNTRY ADVERTISEMENT 
- Laycock, HENRY, Bradford, Fish Merchant Bradford OFFICE.—No, 120, CHANCERY LANE, FLEET 
Pet Jan 16 Ord Jan 26 STREET, LONDON, 
k- OwEN, EVAN, Machynlketh, Montgomery, Hotel | HENRY GREEN, Advertisement Agent. 
: ~ , ut ut gen 
Keeper Aberystwyth Pet Jan 27 Ord Jan 27 } begs to direct tbe attention of the Legal Protession 
30 * Pavirr, ELIZABETH, Aveteg, Essex, Builder Chelmsford | | to the advantages of his long expericnce of upwards of 
Pet Jan 27 Oud Jan 2 fifty years in the spevial inserwon of all pro forma notices, 
A, PRREINS, JOSEPH, Plymouth, Rlectrical Engineer Ply- { -4_8 & ~*§—4Y -— Ray 5 ee — 
- mouth Pet Jan 27 Ord Jan 27 | Diesolutions of Partnership, with necessary Declaration. 
Rocers, Josepu, Leeds, Boot Maker Leeds Pet Jan 25 | File of “London Gazette” kept for free reference. By 
" Ord Jan 25 | appointment. 
| £0lst Year. The Oldest Insurance Office in the World. 
- 
FIRE OFFICE 
J FOUNDED 1710, 


saat | 


: ‘ 























Law Courts Branch : 
A. W. COUSINS, 





Heap Orrice: 


63, THR EADNEEDLE ST., E.C, 


lasurances effected on the following risks :— 


FIRE DAMAGE. 


RESULTANT LOSS OF RENT AND PROFITS. 
EMPLOYERS’ LIABILITY and 
WORKMEN'S COMPENSATION, 


PERSONAL ACCIDENT, 
SICKNESS and DISEASE, 


<e =< = including ACCIDENTS TO | BURGLARY, 
a DOMESTIC SERVANTS. | PLATE GLASS. 
Capazd from Peley dated LB 


FIDELITY GUARANTEE. 
40, CHANCERY LANE, W.C 


Distriet Manager. 





MAPLE & 60 


LIMITED 


FAMOUS ALL THE 
WORLD OVER 


FOR 


EASY CHAIRS 


Booklet Free 


BUENOS AIRES 
PARIS 


LONDON 
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NORTHERN 


ASSURANCE COMPANY LIMITED. 
ESTABLISHED 1836, 
FIRE. LIFE. 
BURGLARY. ACCIDENT 
EMPLOYERS’ LIABILITY. 


Accumulated Funds 


LONDON OFFICE: 


EQUITABLE REVERSIONARY 
INTEREST SOCIETY, Limited 


LANCASTER PLACE, STRAND, W.C. 
ESTABLISHED 1835. CAPITAL, £500,000. 
Reversions and Life Interests in Landed or Funded Pro- 
perty or other Securities and Annuities PURCHASED or 

LOANS granted thereon. 
Interest on Loans may be Uaputalised. 
C. H. CLAYTON, 
¥. H. CLAYTON, 


1, Moorgate Street. 





10, 


Joint 
ean, 





Telephone: 602 Holbora. 


EDE, SON AND RAVENSCROFT 


or Writtam & MARY, 1689. 


D IN THE REIGN 
ROBE COURT 


MAKERS. Sidon? TAILORS. 


To H.M, THE KING & H.M. THE QUEEN, 


FOUNDE 


SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 


LEV@G@B SUITS IN CLOTH @& VELVET. 
Wigs for Re , Town Clerks, & Coroners. 
CORPORATION & UNIVERSITY GOWNS. 


93 & 94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 


BUNTINGFORD RETREAT AND 


SANATORIUM. 
FOR CENTLEMEN SUFFERING FROM INEBRIETY OR 
ABUSE OF DRUCS, 
Privately «r under the Inelniates Acts. 
Two Resident Physicians. 
Terms, 2 to 3 Guineas. | mile from Station, G. E.R. 
8, Buntingford, Telegraphic Address 


BUNTINGFORD.” 


pistrars 





Lelephone : P.O 


“RESIDENT, 





INEBRIETY. 


MELBOURNE HOUSE, LBICESTER. 
PRIVATE HOME FOR LADIES, 

Medical Attendant ROBERT SEVESTRE, M.A., 
M.D, (Camb) Principal H. M. RILEY, Assoc, Soc 
Study of Inebriety. Thirty years’ Experience. Excellent 
Legal and Medica: References. For terms and particulars 
apply Miss RILEY, or the Principal 


TELEGRAPHIC Appress: “MEDICAL, LEICESTER.’, 





Treatment of INEBRIETY. 
DALRYMPLE HOUSE, 


RICKMANSWORTH, HERTS. 


For Gentlemen under the Act and privately. 
For Terms, &c., apply to 
F. 5. D. HOGG, M.R.C.8,, &c., 
Medical Superintendent. 
RICKMAN# WORTH. 


Telephone : P.O. 16, 





SEA ISLAND for INEBRIETY. 
Boating, Billiards, Fishing, Sea-Bathing, &c. 
Lilustrated Guide sent free from 
¥, N. Cuanetweron, Osea Island Besex, 


(1909) £ 7,436,000, 


———$— 





THE GHURGH ARMY 


Earnestly asks Aid for its Extensive Work 
(Social and Evangelistic) on behalf of the 


OUTCAST AND DISTRESSED. 


120 LABOUR HOMES and similar inetit u. 

tions for reclamation of criminals, loafers, 

and social wreckage generally, male and 
female. 


YOUTHS’ HOMES. FARM COLONY. 


Numerous Probation Officers under Proba- 
tion of Oflenders Act. FUNDS, Old 
Clothes, and Firewood Orders (3s. 6d. per 
100 bundles) urgently required. Also offers 


of VOLUNTARY SERVICE. 
LEGACIES EARNESTLY REQUESTED. 


Cheques, crossed ‘* Barclays’, a/e Church 
Army,’ to PREBENDARY CARLILE, Hon, 
Chief Secretary, or Mr. W. F. HAMILTON, 
K.C., Hon. Treasurer, Headquarters, 55, 
Bryanston Street, Marble Arch, London, W. 














Dr. BARNARDO’S 
HOMES: 


NATIONAL INCORPORATED ASSOCIATION. 
HIS MAJESTY THE KING. 


HER MAJESTY THE QUEEN 
LHER MAJESTY QUEEN \LEXANDRA. 


President: THE DUKE OF SOMERSET. 
‘No Destitute Child ever Refused Admission.” 


9,224 CHILDREN NOW IN RESIDENCE. 
73,057 CHILDREN RESCUED IN 444 YEARS. 
612 BOYS AND GIRLS EMIGRATED. 
Bequest Forms on application to General Secretary. 


Hon. Director: William Baker, Esq., M.A., LL.B. 
Hon. Treasurer: Howard Williams, Esq. 
Genera! Secretary: Claude Wright 
Head Offices of the Association 
26, STEPNEY CAUSEWAY, LONDON, &, 


PATRONS 














ST. JOHN’S HOSPITAL 


FOR DISEASES OF THE SKIN (incorporated). 


LEICESTER SQUARE, W.C., 
and UXBRIDGE ROAD, W. 


Patroness: HER MAJESTY THE QUEEN. 
President: THE EARL OF CH BRFIELD. 
Treasurer: GUY | GUY PYM, Esq. 


Number of patients ationte weekly, 800. 
Help in Legacies and Donations | 
towards the Purchase of Freehold | 
would be gratefully acknowledged. | 


£7,500 required. 


A Donation of £10 10s, constitates Life Governorship. 
Secretary-Superintendent, GEO. A. ARNAUDIN. 











Mrs. SMYLY’S HOMES 


and Free Food Day Schools, 


ron NEGESSITOUS CHILDREN, DUBLIN 


BSTABLISHED HALF A CENTURY. 
BENEFITING OVER A THOUSAND CHILDREN. 
Supported by Voluntary Contributions. 


The expense of maintaining this work amounts to 


1,000 a Month, 
exclusive of the Educational Department, watch is pro- 
vided for by the SocrgTY FoR IkIsH CHURCH MISSIONS, [ | 
Financial heip is earnestly invited, and will be || 
gratefully received and acknowledged by—- 
| 
| 


The Misses SMYLY, 21, Grattan Street, Dublin. 


Gifts of Clothing for the Children, and Articles for 
s oft Work are always welcome. 














NATIONAL 
ORPHAN HOME, 


HAM COMMON, SURREY. 
Patrons: H.M. THE KING, H.R.H. the Duchess of 
Albany and H.R.H. Princess Christian. 
President : 

His GRACE THE DUKE OF PORTLAND, K.G. 
Chairman: 

Sir THOMAS SKEWeES-Cox, J.P. 
FOUNDED 1849. 

For Orphan Girls, who are received without 
distinction of religion, and trained for domestic 


service. 
LEGACIES 
DONATIONS AND SUBSCRIPTIONS ARE MUCH NEEDED, 


Bankers: Lloyds Bank, 16, St. James’ Street, 8. w, 
Secretary : The Orphanage, Ham Common Surrey, 








THE NATIONAL HOSPITAL 


PARALYSED “and EPILEPTIC, 
QUEEN SQUARE, BLOOMSBURY, W.C. 
The largest Hospital of its kind. 
The Charity is forced at present to rely, to some 
extent, upon legacies for maintenance. 


Those desiring to provide Annuities for 
relatives or triends are asked to send tor particulars 
of the DONATIONS CARRYING LIFE ANNUITIES 


UND. 
THE EARL OF HARROWBY, Treasurer. 











|| THE EAST LONDON CHURCH FUND. } 


. PRESIDENTS : 
THE BISHOPS OF ISLINGTON and STEPNEY. 
The object of this Fund is to bring more 
Christian Workers into East London, 
which bas a working-class population of over two 
millions. It now helps to maintain 
216 Lay and 
200 Clerical Agents, 
and earnestly solicits nee by 
Subscription or Donati 
and Legacy. 


Secretary : Rev. H. A. E. STANDFAST, M.A. 
Office: 70, Hamilton House, Bishopsgate, E.C. 


| 








LIBERATOR RELIEF FUND. 


An echo of the distress caused by the 
Liberator Building Society crash in 1592. 





Seven hundred Widows and Spinsters, and 

Broken Men, some of them Clergymen and 

Ministers of the Churches, poor and aged, 

and infirm, still look to this fund for half- 
yearly grants. 


£4000 PER YEAR NEEDED TO MEET GRANTS. 


Cheques and P.0.’s to be sent to the 
Rev. JOHN HARRISON, 
16, Farringdon Street, London, E.C. 


LAW ASSOCIATION, 


For the Benefit of Widows and Families of Solicitors in the 
Metropolis and Vicinity. 


InstituTep 1817. 
Supported by Life and Annual Subscriptions and by 
This Association of Solicitors residing and prac- 








consists 
| tising in the Metropolis or within the Bills of Mextality. and 
its objects are ( 


others, 
To vant relied to the Widow and Children of any 
eceased Member, or if none, then to other relatives 
dependent on him for support. 
The relief afforded last year amountea *o £1,460. 
A subscription of Une Guinea per annum ‘constitutes a 


| Member, and a payment of Ten Guineas membership for 


life. 
Application to be made to the Szcrzetaay, 5 ae 


| Basen. Gray’s-inn-place, Gray’s-inn, London, W.C, 





